The Revision Strategies of Skilled and Unskilled ESL Writers: Five Case Studies by Heuring, David L.
OCCASIONAL PAPER # 3  
1985 
THE REVISION STRATEGIES OF SKILLED 
AND UNSKILLED ESL WRITERS: 
FIVE CASE STUDIES 
David L. Hearing 
ABSTRACT 
R e c e n t l y ,  t h e  t e a c h i n g  of w r i t i n g  has  s h i f t e d  from an 
e m p h a s i s  on t h e  f i n a l  p r o d u c t  t o  t h a t  o f  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  
w r i t i n g .  Research,  p r i m a r i l y  f i r s t  l anguage  s t u d i e s  (Emig, 
1971; Flower and Hayes, 1978; Sonuners, 1978; P e r l ,  1979; 
Pianko,  l 9 7 9 ) ,  ha s  r e s u l t e d  i n  i m p l i c a t i o n s  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  
r e v i s i o n  p l a y s  a c r u c i a l  and med ia t ing  r o l e  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  
p roces s .  However, r e l a t e d  r e s e a r c h  i n  ES/FL is s t i l l  
l a c k i n g .  T h i s  t h e s i s  r e p o r t s  on a s t u d y  des igned  t o  i n v e s-  
t i g a t e  t h e  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  of  s k i l l e d  and less s k i l l e d  
ESL w r i t e r s  f o r  s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s .  T h i s  d e s c r i p-  
t i v e  a n a l y s i s  r e q u i r e d  t h e  implementa t ion  of p roces s /p roduc t  
methodology, s p e c i f i c a l l y  t a i l o r e d  t o  r e v e a l  how each  w r i t e r  
went abou t  t h e  task o f  u s ing  r e v i s i o n s  t o  improve t h e i r  
essays .  R e l e v a n t  f i n d i n g s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  
were b e t t e r  a b l e  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  w r i t i n g  t a s k  by a r r a n g i n g  
t h e i r  p r i o r i t i e s  t o  g i v e  r e v i s i o n  a complementary and 
p r o d u c t i v e  r o l e  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  process .  U n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
ES/FL wr i t i ng  methods and m a t e r i a l s  have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  
p resc r ibed  t h e  l e a r n i n g  of grammar, wr i t i ng  convent ions ,  and 
o the r  s u r f a c e- r e l a t e d  concerns,  a s  wel l  a s  e x t e n s i v e  t r ans-  
l a t i o n  p r ac t i c e .  The p r e v a i l i n g  assumption is t h a t  s i n c e  
second language (L2) w r i t e r s  a r e  a l r e a d y  capab l e  of wr i t i ng  
i n  a  f i r s t  language, wr i t i ng  problems a r e  due l a r g e l y  t o  a  
l ack  of l i n g u i s t i c  and/or l e x i c a l  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n .  Pa s t  
research  has been based on t h i s  premise. Recent ly ,  though, 
a  h a n d f u l  of L 2  r e s e a r c h e r s  h a v e b e g u n t o  s t u d y  anew a r e a  
of i n t e r e s t ,  one t h a t  p r e s e n t s  wr i t i ng  from a  much broader 
pe rspec t ive .  Not on ly  a r e  they focussing on t h e  a spec t s  of 
t h e  f i n a l  r e s u l t  of w r i t i n g  t h a t a w r i t e r  l a c k s  o r  needs  t o  
master,  bu t  they a r e  a l s o  examining how w r i t e r s  compose--the 
c o g n i t i v e  and phys i ca l  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e  
wr i t i ng  process.  While t h i s  L2 composing resea rch  is r e l a-  
t i v e l y  new, it is a l r e a d y  r a i s i n g  many ques t i ons  about 
c u r r e n t  ES/FL wr i t i ng  pedagogy. 
Composing Research and Revision 
One a r e a  of wr i t i ng  research  t h a t  composing s t u d i e s  a r e  
designed t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  is t h a t  of t h e  th ink ing  o r  c o g n i t i v e  
a c t i v i t i e s  a  w r i t e r  engages i n  when wr i t ing .  By u t i l i z i n g  
audio-video equipment, composing resea rchers  a r e  a b l e  t o  
observe  and document t h e  a c t  of wri t ing- - the problems t h a t  a  
wri ter  conf ron t s  and r e s o l v e s  during t h e  a c t  of wr i t ing .  
S ince  most of t h e s e  s t u d i e s  have been focussed r a t h e r  gener-  
a l l y  on t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  what is beg i n n i n g  t o  emerge is  
a  b e t t e r  understanding of how composing processes  i n t e r a c t  
with one another  t o  promote t h e  fo rmula t ion  of ideas  and t h e  
product ion of w r i t t e n  s c r i p t .  
Composing s t u d i e s  a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  capab l e  of examining 
t h e  r o l e  of r e v i s i o n  i n  t h e  wr i t i ng  process.  This  is 
because they can f a c i l i t a t e  an accu ra t e  a n a l y s i s  no t  o n l y  of 
what k inds  of r e v i s i o n s  a r e  made, bu t  a l s o  when t h e s e  r e v i-  
s ions  occur i n  t h e  wr i t i ng  process.  I n  add i t ion ,  a  number 
of t h e s e  s t u d i e s  have employed think- aloud p r o t o c o l s  p rov i-  
ding even more i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  degree t o  which r e v i s i n g  
a id s ,  o r  p o s s i b l y  i n h i b i t s ,  t h e  w r i t i n g  process.  Conse- 
quen t ly ,  a  syn thes i s  of p rocess  and product  d a t a  makes it 
p o s s i b l e  t o  observe  how t h e  a c t  of r e v i s i n g  i n f l uences  t h e  
progress ion of t e x t  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which r e v i s i n g  
improves t h e  f i n a l  product. 
Unfortunately,  t h e r e  has  been o n l y  one L2 composing 
study t h a t  looked p r i m a r i l y  a t  t h e  r e v i s i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  of 
ES/FL wri te r s .  G a s k i l l  (1983) s p e c i f i c a l l y  designed h i s  
s tudy t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  both t h e  process  of making changes and 
t h e  product  t h a t  r esu l t ed .  H i s  primary o b j e c t i v e  was 
d e s c r i p t i v e ;  t h a t  is, he video- taped h i s  s u b j e c t  i n  o rder  t o  
document and a n a l y z e  r e v i s i o n s  a s  t h e y  occur red .  
used th ink- aloud  p r o t o c o l s  t o  a i d  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  
G a s k i l l  
and a n a l y -  
z ing  r e v i s i o n s .  H e  based  h i s  p r o d u c t  a n a l y s i s  on a  c l a s s i -  
f i c a t i o n  o f  r e v i s i o n s  d e v e l o p e d  by F a i g l e y  and Witte (1981). 
T h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  which is d i s c u s s e d  i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  i n  
Chap te r  3, was o r i g i n a l l y  des igned  f o r  f i r s t  l anguage  ( L l )  
writers,  b u t  G a s k i l l ' s  work h a s  shown t h a t  it is a l s o  u s e f u l  
i n  L2 research .  By combining bo th  t h i n k- a l o u d  p rocedures  
and F a i g l e y  and Witte's c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  G a s k i l l ' s  c a s e  s t u d y  
o f  a n  ESL w r i t e r  d e s c r i b e d  how t h e  a c t  o f  r e v i s i n g  p r o v e d  t o  
b e  a complex and i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  t h e  w r i t i n g  p roces s .  
S i n c e  G a s k i l l  looked  o n l y  a t  a  s i n g l e  w r i t e r ,  it is s t i l l  
n e c e s s a r y  t o  d e t e r m i n e  whether  h i s  f i n d i n g s  can  be genera-  
l i z e d  t o  o t h e r  ESL w r i t e r s  o r ,  f o r  t h a t  m a t t e r ,  t o  w r i t e r s  
a t  d i f f e r e n t  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s .  I n  f a c t ,  o t h e r  composing 
s t u d i e s  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 
t h e  r e v i s i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s  of u n s k i l l e d  and s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s .  
Zamel, by f a r  one of t h e  most e l o q u e n t  and p e r s u a s i v e  
p roponen t s  o f  L2 composing r e s e a r c h  (1976, 19821, conduc ted  
a s t u d y  des igned  t o  a d d r e s s  t h i s  i s s u e  o f  s imi lar i t ies  and 
d i f f e r e n c e s  between less s k i l l e d  and more s k i l l e d  advanced 
writers (1983). Whi l e  a l l  of  h e r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  were most 
concerned  w i t h  making changes  t o  improve t h e i r  t e x t s ,  Zamel 
conc luded  t h a t  o n l y  t h e  more s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  were c a p a b l e  
of "pursu ing  t h e  deve lopment  of  t h e i r  i d e a s  w i t h o u t  be ing  
s i d e t r a c k e d  by l e x i c a l  and s y n t a c t i c  d i f f i c u l t i e s . "  
3  
Conversely,  her  less s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  tended t o  l e t  low-lev-el 
wr i t i ng  concerns dominate t h e i r  r ev i s ions .  
These f i nd ings  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  conc lus ions  of p rocess  
s t u d i e s  of r e v i s i o n  i n  L I  and r e i n f o r c e  Zamel's con ten t ion  
t h a t  wr i t i ng  i n  a  second language is e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  same a s  
wr i t i ng  i n  a  f i r s t  language. Moreover, Zamel, l i k e  many L I  
r e sea rchers ,  s t r o n g l y  argues  t h a t  p rev ious  i n s t r u c t i o n  
a f f e c t s  r e v i s i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  She d i r e c t s  her  c r i t i c i s m  
p r i m a r i l y  a t  t h e  teaching of grammar, contending t h a t  
w r i t e r s  who a r e  taught  t o  be aware of p r i m a r i l y  low- leve l  
concerns can be expected t o  focus  on t he se  a t  t h e  expense of 
h igh- leve l  p r i o r i t i e s ,  e.g. genera t ing  and organizing ideas.  
Zamel b e l i e v e s  t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  research  is needed t o  corrob-  
o r a t e  he r  c l a i m  t h a t  w r i t e r s  a t  d i f f e r e n t  developmental  
l e v e l s  d i s p l a y  d i f f e r e n t  r e v i s i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
Another l ead ing  i n v e s t i g a t o r  of L2 composing research ,  
Jones (1982), designed a s tudy t h a t  i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h i s  i s s u e  
of how prev ious  i n s t r u c t i o n  mani fes t s  i t s e l f  i n  t h e  r e v i s i n g  
s t r a t e g i e s  of ESL wr i t e r s .  H i s  methodology t y p i c a l l y  
i n v o l v e s  t h e  u s e  of video- taping (Jones op. cit., 1983a, 
1983b). I n  t h i s  study, he video- taped s u b j e c t s  wh i l e  they 
wrote and matched t h i s  obse rva t i ona l  a n a l y s i s  with t h e  cor-  
responding think- aloud p ro toco l .  These procedures were used 
t o  f a c i l i t a t e  an a n a l y s i s  of monitor over/underusers  by 
measuring and c o r r e l a t i n g  grammatical and r h e t o r i c a l  u n i t s  
w i t h  w r i t i n g  performance. H e  obse rved  how one o f  h i s  sub- 
jects, a  L2 w r i t e r  who had been t a u g h t  by a method t h a t  
emphasized grammar usage,  was p reoccup ied  w i t h  form, whereas 
t h e  o t h e r  s u b j e c t ,  a moni tor  unde ruse r ,  f o c u s s e d  t o  a  much 
g r e a t e r  e x t e n t  on t h e  message. I n  h i s  c o n c l u s i o n s ,  J o n e s  
s u p p o r t s  Zamel's c l a i m  t h a t  p r e v i o u s  i n s t r u c t i o n  a f f e c t s  
one 's  d e g r e e  of moni tor  use. I n  a n o t h e r  s i m i l a r l y  des igned  
s t u d y ,  J o n e s  i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  r o l e  o f  t r a n s f e r  and conc luded  
t h a t ,  f o r  h i s  s u b j e c t ,  h i g h- l e v e l  composing p r o c e s s e s ,  i.e. 
g o a l  s e t t i n g ,  t r a n s f e r r e d  from L I  t o  L2 w r i t i n g .  J o n e s ' s  
work h a s  c l e a r l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  u t i l i t y  a s  we l l  a s  t h e  
a d v a n t a g e s  of L2 p roces s /p roduc t  based  s t u d i e s .  
Both C h e l a l a  (1981) and Lay (1982) h a v e  looked  s p e c i f i -  
c a l l y  a t  t h e  d e g r e e  t o  which r e v i s i n g  s k i l l s  t r a n s f e r  from 
LI  t o  L2. C h e l a l a  o b s e r v e d  h e r  s u b j e c t s  do ing  l e s s  review-  
ing  and r e v i s i n g  i n  L2 t h a n  i n  L l ,  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  t h e s e  
p r o c e s s e s  were n o t  a s  d e v e l o p e d  i n  t h e  second language.  Lay 
i n  h e r  s t u d y  o f  t r a n s f e r  found t h a t  b e t t e r  compos i t ion  
r e s u l t e d  from w r i t e r s  who used t h e i r  f i r s t  l anguage  t o  make 
more L1/L2 swi tches .  
The e x t e n t  t o  which L I  w r i t i n g  s k i l l s  t r a n s f e r  o r  a r e  
t r a n s f e r a b l e  is a major i s s u e  which composing r e s e a r c h  is 
c a p a b l e  o f  i n v e s t i g a t i n g .  However, f i n d i n g s  a r e  s t i l l  
h i g h l y  s p e c u l a t i v e .  F u r t h e r  e x p l o r a t i o n s  i n  t h i s  a r e a  a r e  
n e c e s s a r y  s i n c e  r e l e v a n t  f i n d i n g s  c o u l d  h a v e  a  major e f f e c t  
on t h e  n a t u r e  of L2 w r i t i n g  pedagogy. R e l e v a n t  f i n d i n g s  
c o u l d  e s t a b l i s h ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  i f  w r i t i n g  s k i l l s  automafci- 
c a l l y  t r a n s f e r  o r  can b e  c o n s c i o u s l y  t r a n s f e r r e d  from one 
l anguage  t o  a n o t h e r ,  and i f  so ,  which s k i l l s  do  so. These  
f i n d i n g s  c o u l d  conf i rm o r  r e f u t e  t h e  p o p u l a r  p remise  t h a t  
ES/FL w r i t i n g  is e x c l u s i v e l y  a  communicative a c t i v i t y :  one 
t h a t  r e l i e s  on t r a n s f e r r e d  L l  w r i t i n g  s k i l l s  t h a t  incorpo-  
r a t e  l e a r n e d  L2 s u r f a c e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  o f  grammar, l e x i c o n ,  
o r thography  e t c .  (Widdowson, 1978, 1983). 
S m a l l - s c a l e  c a s e  s t u d i e s ,  such  a s  Zamel's and most L2 
composing s t u d i e s  t o  d a t e ,  are des igned  p r i m a r i l y  t o  r e v e a l  
what a c t u a l l y  happens when w r i t i n g .  They are o f t e n  b r o a d l y  
f o c u s s e d  on t h e  e n t i r e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  and t h e r e f o r e  h a v e  
r a t h e r  g e n e r a l  o b j e c t i v e s .  Al though composing r e s e a r c h  is 
o n l y  a r e c e n t  phenomenon, what is beginn ing  t o  emerge is a  
p i c t u r e  o f  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  one t h a t  g i v e s  r e v i s i o n  a 
g r e a t e r  r o l e  i n  t h e  compos i t ion  of t h e  f i n a l  product .  T h i s  
is e s p e c i a l l y  s o  when o n e  l o o k s  a t  t h e  work o f  n a t i v e  
E n g l i s h  composing research .  Indeed,  it is p e r h a p s  more 
a c c u r a t e  t o  s a y  t h a t  L2 composing r e s e a r c h  h a s  been spawned 
from t h e  p i o n e e r i n g  work a l r e a d y  done i n  LI. 
Two major  c o n t r i b u t o r s  t o  t h e  p r o g r e s s  a l r e a d y  made i n  
L l ,  F lower  and Hayes (1977, 1980) ,  have  done e x t e n s i v e  r e  
s e a r c h  i n t o  t h e  c o g n i t i v e  p l a n n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  LI w r i t e r s .  
Using th ink- a loud  p r o t o c o l s  t o  a i d  t h e i r  a n a l y s e s ,  t h e i r  
work h a s  r e s u l t e d  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  a  t h e o r y  
of t h e  wr i t i ng  process.  Of i n t e r e s t  t o  u s  a r e  Flower and 
Hayes' views on t h e  r o l e  of r e v i s i o n  i n  t h e  wr i t i ng  process. 
I n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e i r  p e r c e p t i v e  obse rva t i ons  have revo lu t ion-  
i z e d  t h e  way w e  view r e v i s i n g  w i t h i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of a  
w r i t i n g  s i t u a t i o n .  Rejec t ing  t r a d i t i o n a l  l i n e a r  wr i t i ng  
m o d e l s t h a t  p l a c e  r e v i s i o n  a t  t h e  end o f a t h r e e  s t a g e  
model, they have pos i t ed  r e v i s i o n  a s  an i n t e r r e l a t e d  and 
mot ivat ing  process,  one t h a t  can p l a y  a  c e n t r a l  r o l e  i n  t h e  
f i n a l  product. 
However, t h e r e  a r e  ques t ions  pe r t a in ing  t o  t h e  v a l i d i t y  
of think- aloud p ro toco l s .  The u s e  of t h e s e  p r o t o c o l s  is 
somewhat c o n t r o v e r s i a l  because of a t  l e a s t  one major draw- 
back: it may r e s u l t  i n  an a r t i f i c i a l  wr i t i ng  process.  
C r i t i c s  of t h i s  procedure contend t h a t  when w r i t e r s  vo ice  
t h e i r  thoughts  during t h e  product ion of t e x t ,  t h e i r  n a t u r a l  
w r i t i n g  p a t t e r n s  may be a f f ec t ed ,  which might r e s u l t  i n  a  
d i f f e r e n t  wr i t i ng  p rocess  than would have been t h e  case  i f  
th ink ing  a loud had no t  been required. The dec i s i on  t o  
employ think- aloud p r o t o c o l s  depends l a r g e l y  on t h e  g o a l s  of 
a  study. For example, Flower and Hayes needed think- aloud 
p r o t o c o l s  i n  order  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  conscious c o g n i t i v e  
processes--what wri ters  contend with men ta l l y  when wri t ing .  
G a s k i l l  l i m i t e d  t h e i r  func t ion  somewhat by using them on ly  
t o  c l a r i f y  rev i s ions .  This  made it p o s s i b l e  t o  code r ev i-  
s i o n s  t h a t  would have been d i f f i c u l t  t o  i d e n t i f y  from a  
pu re ly  product-based examination. S tud i e s  employing think-  
a l o u d  p rocedures  may r i s k  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  n a t u r a l n e s s  of  a '- 
w r i t i n g  s i t u a t i o n ,  y e t  many r e s e a r c h e r s  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  
w e a l t h  of knowledge t h a t  r e s u l t s  from t h e i r  u s e  is wor th  t h e  
r i s k  of a l t e r i n g  t h e  w r i t i n g  p roces s .  AS a r e s u l t ,  t h i n k -  
a l o u d  p r o t o c o l s  have  proved  t o  b e  a  v a l u a b l e  method f o r  
d i s c o v e r i n g  more about  what were  p r e v i o u s l y  u n a t t a i n a b l e  
c o g n i t i v e  w r i t i n g  ope ra t ions .  
Some r e s e a r c h e r s  p r e f e r  t o  i n f e r  composing p r o c e s s e s  
from o b s e r v a b l e  w r i t i n g  b e h a v i o r s  t h a t  i l l u m i n a t e  t h e  
w r i t i n g  conce rns  of t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  ( P e r l ,  1979; Matsuha- 
s h i ,  1982; Pianko,  1979). Such an a n a l y s i s  does  n o t  r a d i-  
c a l l y  change t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  and t h e r e f o r e  a v o i d s  t h e  
i n h e r e n t  problems o f  t h ink- a loud  p r o t o c o l s .  P e r l  was one of 
t h e  f i r s t  r e s e a r c h e r s  t o  use w r i t i n g  b e h a v i o r s  a s  t h e  phys i-  
c a l  and o v e r t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  of what happens m e n t a l l y  
d u r i n g  t h e  w r i t i n g  process .  I n  c o n c l u s i o n s  r e l a t e d  t o  r e v i -  
s i o n ,  s h e  found h e r  u n s k i l l e d  a d u l t  w r i t e r s  making changes  
p r e m a t u r e l y  w i t h  t h e  pr imary  emphasis  on l o c a l ,  t y p i c a l l y ,  
mechanica l  changes. P e r l  c l a i m s  t h a t  it is t h i s  ove rconce rn  
f o r  l o w- l e v e l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  t h a t  c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  a  breakdown 
o f  t h e  w r i t i n g  and t h i n k i n g  rhythms--a p o s s i b l e  e x p l a n a t i o n  
f o r  w r i t e r ' s  b lock .  P e r l  found t h a t  w r i t e r s  a t  t h i s  p r o f i -  
c i e n c y  l e v e l  t ended  t o  l e t  r e v i s i o n  pre-empt t h e  deve lopment  
of  t h e i r  t e x t s .  Her b e h a v i o r a l  a n a l y s i s  h a s  gone a l o n g  way 
toward d i s c o v e r i n g  t h e  r e s t r i c t i v e  n a t u r e  of r e v i s i n g  i n  t h e  
w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  of  u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s .  
Other  L l  composing s t u d i e s  have  r e p o r t e d  how s k i l l e d  
w r i t e r s  are more c a p a b l e  t h a n  u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  o f  us ing  
r e v i s i o n  t o  improve t h e i r  work. I n  h i s  s t u d y ,  S t a l l a r d  
(1974) had o r i g i n a l l y  p l anned  t o  v ideo- tape  h i s  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
b u t  f o u n d  t h i s  t o  b e  u n w i e l d y  o p t i n g  i n s t e a d  t o  u s e  on - the -  
s p o t  o b s e r v a t i o n s  and p o s t- w r i t i n g  i n t e r v i e w s .  Al though 
P e r 1  found h e r  u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  l i m i t i n g  t h e  s cope  of t h e i r  
r e v i s i n g  e f f o r t s ,  S t a l l a r d  n o t i c e d  t h a t  h i s  good s t u d e n t  
w r i t e r s  seemed t o  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  v a l u e  of u s ing  r e v i s i o n  t o  
improve t h e i r  work. H i s  good w r i t e r s  r e v i s e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  
judge t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  t h e i r  s e n t e n c e s  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  c o n t e n t  and t h e  pu rpose  o f  t h e  
w r i t i n g  assignment.  I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  S t a l l a r d ' s  good 
w r i t e r s  o b v i o u s l y  p e r c e i v e d  t h e  r o l e  o f  r e v i s i o n  t o  be  a  
major d e t e r m i n e r  of  t h e  f i n a l  p roduc t  whereas  P e r l ' s  
u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  s t i l l  r e l e g a t e d  r e v i s i o n  t o  t h e  l i m i t e d  
r o l e  o f  p o l i s h i n g .  
The L l  a n d  L2 r e s e a r c h  s o  f a r  g i v e s  e v i d e n c e  o f  t h e  
i n c r e a s i n g l y  impor t an t  r o l e  t h a t  r e v i s i o n  p l a y s  i n  t h e  
w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s e s  o f  b e t t e r  w r i t e r s .  Sommers' s t u d y  of t h e  
r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  o f  s t u d e n t  w r i t e r s  and e x p e r i e n c e d  
w r i t e r s  (1979) i l l u s t r a t e s  f u r t h e r  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  competent  
w r i t e r s  t o  j u g g l e  macro and micro w r i t i n g  c o n s t r a i n t s .  She 
n o t e s ,  f o r  example, t h a t  h e r  e x p e r i e n c e d  w r i t e r s  r e v i s e d  i n  
accordance  w i t h  such m a c r o- l e v e l  c o n c e r n s  as a u d i e n c e  and 
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purpose. Sommers cor robora tes  Emig's e a r l i e r  c l a im  (19713 
t h a t  such concerns a s  reader  and t ask  o b j e c t i v e s  a f f e c t  
r e v i s i o n  a t  a l l  l e v e l s ,  contending t h a t  it is p r i m a r i l y  
experienced w r i t e r s  who a r e  capab le  of s e l e c t i v e l y  making 
app rop r i a t e  changes wi th in  t h e  con tex t  of t h e  wr i t i ng  
process.  
Sommers a l s o  observed how her competent w r i t e r s  seemed 
t o  app rec i a t e  t he  importance of organiz ing t h e  r e v i s i o n  
t a sk ,  making g l o b a l  changes f i r s t  be fo re  a t t end ing  t o  sen- 
tence  and word l e v e l  cons idera t ions .  These w r i t e r s  under- 
stood t h a t  c e r t a i n  r e v i s i o n s  work b e t t e r  a t  s p e c i f i c  p o i n t s  
of t h e  wr i t ing  process: they knew how t o  a r range  w r i t i n g  
p r i o r i t i e s  s e q u e n t i a l l y .  I t  is c l e a r  then t h a t  s k i l l e d  
w r i t e r s  have a  p e r c e p t u a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  and more s o p h i s t i c a t e d  
understanding of what r e v i s i o n  c o n s i s t s  of and how t o  incor-  
p o r a t e  it i n t o  t h e i r  wr i t i ng  s t r a t e g i e s .  I n  o the r  words, 
mature w r i t e r s  have a  working knowledge no t  on ly  of what 
changes a r e  necessary but  a l s o  when t o  make them. 
There a r e ,  however, t a sk  environment cons ide ra t i ons  
which can i n f l uence  t h e  way a  w r i t e r  uses rev i s ions .  The 
p r i n c i p l e  o b j e c t i v e  of another  behav io ra l  s tudy (Pianko, 
1979) was t o  determine how t h e  e f f e c t  of one of t h e s e  
r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  a  classroom-imposed t i m e  l i m i t a t i o n ,  a f f e c t e d  
t h e  wr i t i ng  processes  of d i f f e r e n t  groups of c o l l e g e  
wr i t e r s .  In  t h i s  study, wr i t i ng  t i m e  g r e a t l y  a f f e c t e d  
composing, and o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  u s  is t h e  f i n d i n g  t h a t  w i t h  
t imed  w r i t i n g s ,  r e v i s i o n s  were p r i m a r i l y  mechanical :  even  
second d r a f t s  were g e n e r a l l y  j u s t  r ecop ied  v e r s i o n s .  P ianko  
c o n c l u d e d  t h a t ,  f o r  h e r  s u b j e c t s ,  i n - c l a s s  w r i t i n g  a s s i g n-  
ments  c o u l d  n o t  p o s s i b l y  have  produced p o l i s h e d  work; t h u s ,  
r e v i s i o n  took a s u b s e r v i e n t  r o l e  t o  i d e a  g e n e r a t i o n ,  d e v e l -  
opment, and t r a n s c r i b i n g .  
S i m i l a r l y ,  i n  M i s h e l ' s  c a s e  s t u d y  o f  a  t w e l f t h  g r a d e r ,  
t h e  s u b j e c t  seems t o  h a v e  been i n f l u e n c e d  by e x t e r n a l  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  The p a r t i c i p a n t  w r o t e  i n - c l a s s  a s s ignmen t s  
c o m p l e t i n g  each  one w i t h i n  t h e  a l l o t t e d  time. Yet he  se ldom 
r e v i s e d .  H e  had e i t h e r  n o t  y e t  a c q u i r e d  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  r e v i -  
s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  o r  had s i m p l y  adap ted  h i s  composing proces-  
ses t o  accommodate t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  of t h e  w r i t i n g  e n v i r o n-  
ment. Indeed,  when d e r i v i n g  c o n c l u s i o n s  from l a b o r a t o r y  
s t u d i e s ,  s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s ,  such  a s  time l i m i t a t i o n s ,  
are a major f a c t o r  a f f e c t i n g  performance. They can  a d v e r s e-  
l y  a f f e c t  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ,  t h e r e b y  skewing t h e  r e s u l t s .  
P r o d u c t  S t u d i e s  and R e v i s i o n  
T h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  a n u m b e r  o f L 1  a n d L 2  r e v i s i o n  s t u d i e s  
t h a t  looked  a t  t h e  r e s u l t  of  making r e v i s i o n s  b u t  were n o t  
des igned  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  p r o c e s s  of  making t h e s e  r e v i-  
s i o n s .  They a l l  r e l i e d  e x c l u s i v e l y  on an examina t ion  o f  t h e  
f i n a l  p roduc t  and/or  p o s t  s t u d y  i n t e r v i e w s  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  
v a r i o u s  m e t h o d o l o g i c a l  i s s u e s  o f  r e v i s i o n .  Beach (1976, 
1979) and Chaudron (1983) i n  s e p a r a t e  s t u d i e s  looked a t  t h e  
e f f e c t s  of  v a r i o u s  k i n d s  of feedback on r e v i s i o n  by 
comparing q u a l i t a t i v e  improvement t h a t  r e s u l t e d  from two 
d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s  o f  feedback. Chaudron compared improvements 
r e s u l t i n g  from t e a c h e r  feedback w i t h  t h o s e  r e s u l t i n g  from 
p e e r  feedback w h i l e  Beach, i n  one s tudy ,  compared t e a c h e r  
feedback w i t h  t h e  s e l f - e v a l u a t i o n  improvements of  h i s  
w r i t e r s  and, i n  t h e  second s tudy ,  t h e  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  o f  
e x t e n s i v e  r e v i s e r s  v s  n o n r e v i s e r s .  Other  s t u d i e s  examining 
c o r r e c t i o n  p rocedures  i n c l u d e  Cohen (1982, 1983),  P a r t r i d g e  
(1981),  and Witbeck (1976). These s t u d i e s  have  d i r e c t  peda- 
g o g i c a l  i m p l i c a t i o n s .  But, even  though t h e y  were n o t  con- 
ce rned  w i t h  t h e  p r o c e s s  of  making r e v i s i o n s ,  t h e y  p r o v i d e  
a d d i t i o n a l  e v i d e n c e  of t h e  e f f e c t  p r e v i o u s  i n s t r u c t i o n  can  
have  on t h e  way one r e v i s e s .  
The b e l i e f  t h a t  l e v e l  o f  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g y  s o p h i s t i c a -  
t i o n  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t a l  p r o f i c i e n c y  o f  
t h e  w r i t e r  is one r e p e a t e d l y  v o i c e d  i n  t h e  f i n d i n g s  of o t h e r  
r e v i s i o n - r e l a t e d  s t u d i e s  t h a t  examined o n l y  t h e  p r o d u c t  o f  a  
w r i t i n g  t a s k  (NAEP, 1977; F a i g l e y  and Wi t te ,  1981; B r i d w e l l ,  
1980). The main drawback t o  t h e s e  s t u d i e s ,  o f  cou r se ,  is 
t h a t  t h e y  were des igned  t o  examine o n l y  post- performance 
r e s u l t s ,  and, because  of t h i s  do  n o t  shed l i g h t  on how 
w r i t e r s  p e r c e i v e d  t h e  r o l e  of  r e v i s i n g .  
The N a t i o n a l  Assessment of  Educa t iona l  P r o g r e s s  (NAEP), 
a l a r g e - s c a l e  compara t ive  s t u d y  o f  t h e  number o f  r e v i s i o n s  
made by n ine-  t h i r t e e n -  and seven teen- yea r  o l d  s t u d e n t s ,  
r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h i r t e e n- y e a r  o l d s  made s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more 
r e v i s i o n s  t h a n  t h e i r  n ine- year  o l d  c o u n t e r p a r t s .  One would 
e x p e c t  t h e n  t h a t  s even teen- yea r  o l d s  would b e  t h e  most 
e x t e n s i v e  r e v i s e r s  o f  t h e  s tudy .  However, t h e  s e v e n t e e n -  
y e a r  o l d s  were g i v e n  a s u b s t a n t i a l l y  s i m p l e r  t a s k  t o  w r i t e  
on and u n d e r s t a n d a b l y  r e v i s e d  c o n s i d e r a b l y  less t h a n  t h e  
t h i r t e e n- y e a r  o l d s .  A s  a  r e s u l t ,  t h i s  f i n d i n g  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  
compared w i t h  t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  o t h e r  s t u d i e s  w i t h o u t  q u a l i f i -  
c a t i o n .  The f a c t  t h a t  s even teen- yea r  o l d s  r e v i s e d  l e s s  t h a n  
t h i r t e e n- y e a r  o l d s  is more a r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  e a s i e r  wri-  
t i n g  t a s k  t h a n  o f  t h e  l e v e l  o f  r e v i s i o n  p r o f i c i e n c y .  I t  is 
c e r t a i n l y  j u s t  a s  p l a u s i b l e  t o  c o n c l u d e  t h a t  i f  g i v e n  a 
c h a l l e n g i n g  ass ignment ,  s even teen- yea r  o l d s  would be  c a p a b l e  
of making q u a n t i t a t i v e l y  more r e v i s i o n s  t h a n  younger  wri-  
t e r s .  Evidence  from o t h e r  s t u d i e s  c o r r o b o r a t e s  t h i s  c la im.  
A major  shor tcoming of t h e  NAEP s t u d y  was t h a t  it d i d  
n o t  examine q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s .  I n  o t h e r  words, t h e  
number o f  r e v i s i o n s  were counted ,  b u t  no a t t e m p t  was made t o  
examine t o  what d e g r e e  t h e s e  r e v i s i o n s  improved t h e  t e x t s .  
Ra ther  t h a n  j u s t  s i m p l e  numer i ca l  comparisons ,  a b e t t e r  
a n a l y s i s  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  an a n a l y s i s  t h a t  is c a p a b l e  o f  
showing t h e  d e g r e e  of q u a l i t a t i v e  improvement. 
To do t h i s ,  F a i g l e y  and Witte (op. cit.) h a v e  d e v i s e d  a 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of r e v i s i o n  changes  t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  be- 
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tween s u r f a c e  and text- based changes. Using t h i s  quanti-: 
t a t i v e / q u a l i t a t i v e  schema, t h e s e  r e s e a r c h e r s  examined how 
t h e  r e v i s i o n s  of s i x  inexper ienced s t u d e n t  w r i t e r s ,  s i x  
advanced s t u d e n t  writers, and s i x  expe r t  a d u l t  writers 
d i f f e r ed .  A s  they expected,  t h e  advanced w r i t e r s  improved 
t h e  con t en t  of t h e i r  t e x t s  cons ide rab ly  more than t h e  inex- 
per ienced w r i t e r s  did. More i n t e r e s t i n g ,  though, were t h e  
d i v e r s e  ways i n  which expe r t  w r i t e r s  improved t h e i r  t e x t s ,  
ranging from p r a c t i c a l l y  no r e v i s i n g  t o  a  number of r a t h e r  
i d i o s y n c r a t i c  r e v i s i n g  p r a c t i c e s ,  e.g. s t a r t i n g  from an 
a lmos t  stream-of-conscious t e x t  t h a t  was conver ted  t o  an 
organized essay  i n  t h e  second d r a f t ;  l i m i t i n g  major r e v i -  
s i o n s  t o  a  s i n g l e  long  i n s e r t ;  r e v i s i n g  most ly  by pruning. 
C l e a r l y ,  t h e s e  w r i t e r s  have dev i s ed  pe r sona l  p r e f e r ences  f o r  
making r ev i s ions ;  y e t ,  such r e v i s i n g  d i v e r s i t y  a l s o  seems t o  
i n d i c a t e  t h a t  they have t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  improvise  and manipu- 
l a t e  t h e  way they employ r e v i s i o n  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  process .  
The Fa ig l ey  and Witte c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  is c a p a b l e  of 
p rov id ing  an a n a l y s i s  of both  q u a n t i t a t i v e  and q u a l i t a t i v e  
r ev i s ions .  However, it is no t  wide ly  used i n  L2 resea rch ;  
o n l y  G a s k i l l  h a s  e m p l o y e d i t t o d a t e .  S i n c e  t h e r e  is s o  
much v a r i a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  r a t i n g  c r i t e r i a  o f  b o t h  L l  and L2 
r e v i s i o n  s t u d i e s ,  it would obv ious ly  be advantageous i f  
f u t u r e  s t u d i e s  adopted t h e  F a i g l e y  and Witte c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
a s  a  s t andard  method f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  r ev i s ions .  
I n  a f a i r l y  l a r g e  s c a l e  s t u d y ,  B r i d w e l l  (1980) used a  
d i f f e r e n t  method o f  a n a l y s i s  where s y n t a c t i c  c o m p l e x i t y  
de t e rmined  t h e  measure o f  r e v i s i n g  p r o f i c i e n c y .  But r a t h e r  
t h a n  examining t h e  r e v i s i o n s  of w r i t e r s  a t  d i f f e r e n t  a g e  o r  
p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s ,  s h e  i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  r e v i s i o n s  o f  
t w e l f t h  g r a d e r s  f o r  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  s y n t a c t i c  env i ronmen t s  a t  
t h r e e  s t a g e s  of t h e  w r i t i n g  p roces s :  i n- proces s  f i r s t  d r a f t ,  
between d r a f t ,  and in- proces s  f i n a l  d r a f t .  Her a n a l y s i s  d i d  
n o t  d i r e c t l y  examine composing p roces ses .  I n s t e a d ,  s h e  
a n a l y z e d  t h e  a c t u a l  r e v i s i o n s  and r e p o r t e d  p a t t e r n s  a s  w e l l  
a s  a s s o c i a t i o n s  between r e v i s i o n  and e s s a y  q u a l i t y  w i t h  
q u a l i t y  de te rmined  by t h e  s y n t a c t i c  complex i ty  o f  t h e  r e v i -  
s i o n s .  She found t h a t  t h e r e  were d e v e l o p m e n t a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  
i n  b o t h  tendency and a b i l i t y  t o  r e v i s e  s u c c e s s f u l l y .  Her 
p o o r e r  LI s u b j e c t s  r e v i s e d  v e r y  l i t t l e  o r  t y p i c a l l y  a t  
s u r f a c e  and word l e v e l s .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  w r i t e r s  o f  
h i g h e r  r a t e d  e s s a y s  e i t h e r  r e v i s e d  e x t e n s i v e l y  o r  had i n i -  
t i a l l y  produced f i r s t  d r a f t s  t h a t  needed l i t t l e  change. 
A shor tcoming of h e r  s t u d y ,  which is s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  of  
t h e  NAEP s tudy ,  is t h a t  o f  t h e  r a t i n g  c r i t e r i a .  S imply  
l o o k i n g  a t  s y n t a c t i c  env i ronmen t s  may n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  be  an 
a c c u r a t e  measure of q u a l i t a t i v e  improvement. I t  d o e s  n o t ,  
f o r  example,  d i s t i n g u i s h  between s u r f a c e  and d e e p  s t r u c t u r e  
changes.  Nor d o e s  i t  a c c u r a t e l y  p o r t r a y  t h e  r o l e  o f  r e v i -  
s i o n  i n  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  t h e  t e x t .  
A s  mentioned, composing s t u d i e s  a r e  o n l y  a  r e c e n t  phe- 
--_ 
nomenon. A g r e a t  d e a l  o f  r e s e a r c h  is s t i l l  needed  i n  o r d e r  
t o  s u b s t a n t i a t e  r e l a t e d  f i n d i n g s  i n  Ll. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  
p r e v i o u s  L I  work s u g g e s t s  t h a t  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  c o r r e-  
spond t o  d e v e l o p m e n t a l  s k i l l s  and t h a t  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  
r e v i s i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s  appea r s  t o  depend, a t  l e a s t  t o  some 
e x t e n t ,  on t h e  t y p e  of p r e v i o u s  i n s t r u c t i o n .  What is n o t  
c l e a r ,  however, is whether t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  a p p l y  t o  ESL 
w r i t e r s  and, i f  so ,  t o  what degree .  
Fur thermore,  t h e  p r e v i o u s  work i n  b o t h  L I  and L2 sug-  
g e s t s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  s t i l l  q u e s t i o n s  abou t  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
of d i f f e r e n t  r e s e a r c h  methodologies .  T r a d i t i o n a l  p roduc t -  
based  a n a l y s e s  a r e  c a p a b l e  of de t e rmin ing  what happened b u t  
n o t  how it happened. Think- aloud and w r i t i n g  b e h a v i o r  pro-  
t o c o l s  r e v e a l  how w r i t e r s  go  abou t  t h e  w r i t i n g  t a s k ,  b u t  i n  
t h e  c a s e  of t h ink- a loud  p r o t o c o l s ,  a  l e s s- t h a n- n a t u r a l  wri-  
t i n g  p r o c e s s  can  r e s u l t .  Consequent ly ,  it is c l e a r  t h a t  a  
combina t ion  of p r o c e s s  and p roduc t  p rocedures ,  t a i l o r e d  t o  
a d d r e s s  b o t h  how and what happens, would b e s t  accompl i sh  t h e  
o b j e c t i v e s  o f  a  r e v i s i o n  s tudy.  
CHAPTER I1 
DEFINITION OF TERMS 
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  de f in ing  terms r e l a t e d  t o  r e v i s i o n  t h a t  
a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  t h i s  paper,  Chapter 2 a l s o  
p rov ides  a concep tua l i z a t i on  of t h e  w r i t i n g  p rocess  of L2 
wr i t e r s .  I t  is hoped t h a t  t h i s  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  of t h e  
w r i t i n g  process  w i l l  p rov ide  a  t h e o r e t i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  from 
which my f i n d i n g s  a s  w e l l  a s  t h o s e  o f  f u t u r e  s t u d i e s  can  be  
opera t iona l i zed .  
The . . w~ r e f e r s  t o  t h e  e n t i r e  s i t u a t i o n  
encompassing t h e  product ion of t e x t  beginning from t h e  
i n i t i a l  impulse t o  w r i t e  something and ending when t h e  
wri ter  has f i n i s h e d  t h e  work and no l onge r  d e s i r e s ,  needs, 
o r  is a b l e  t o  make f u r t h e r  changes. I n  o t h e r  words, it is 
every th ing  from t h e  o r i g i n a t i o n  t o  t h e  complet ion of any 
form of w r i t t e n  expression. 
a r e  t h e  c o g n i t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  a  
w r i t e r  engages i n  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  gene ra t i on  of ideas  from 
t h e  b ra in ,  t h e  t r a n s f e r  of t h e s e  i dea s  on to  paper,  and t h e  
subsequent improvement of t h e s e  ideas.  A w r i t e r  can on ly  be 
engaged i n  one composing process  a t  a  t i m e ,  y e t  any p rocess  
can i n t e r r u p t  another. Though composing p rocesses  a r e  
mental a c t i v i t i e s  and hence unseen, t h e s e  c o g n i t i v e  opera- 
t i o n s  can be i n f e r r e d  through t h e  a n a l y s i s  of w r i t i n g  
behaviors .  A composing process,  which I found necessary t o  
i s o l a t e  and i d e n t i f y ,  was t h a t  of  c r y s t a l l i z i n g .  T h i s  .- 
p r o c e s s  i n v o l v e s  t h e  a c t i v i t y  o f  rev iewing  what h a s  been 
p r e v i o u s l y  w r i t t e n  i n  o r d e r  t o  d e v e l o p  t h e  c o n t e n t  f u r t h e r .  
W r i t i n g  m o d e l s  i n  L l  d o  n o t  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h i s  p r o c e s s  i n  t h i s  
manner and s i n c e  it is u s e f u l  i n  i l l u s t r a t i n g  how w r i t e r s  
improve t h e i r  work th rough  f u r t h e r  i d e a  deve lopment I  I have  
i n c l u d e d  t h i s  p r o c e s s  as a c r u c i a l  a c t i v i t y  of t h e  w r i t i n g  
p r o c e s s  model. 
Jf&ing b ~ h a v i o r a  do  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  conform o r  
co r r e spond  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  composing p roces ses .  Ra the r I  t h e y  
a r e  s i m p l y  o v e r t  and o b s e r v a b l e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  t h a t  i n d i-  
c a t e  what a  w r i t e r  is d e a l i n g  w i t h  m e n t a l l y  d u r i n g  t h e  
w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s I  and a s  such,  t h e y  p r o v i d e  i n t e r p r e t a b l e  
c l u e s  a s  t o  how t h e s e  unseen composing p r o c e s s e s  a r e  f a c i l i -  
t a t i n g  t h e  p r o g r e s s i o n  of w r i t t e n  t e x t .  
There  a r e  a  number of major and minor p r o c e s s e s  which 
a r e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  d e t a i l  l a t e r  i n  t h i s  chap te r .  However, 
is n o t  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  b e  one o f  t h e s e  composing 
p r o c e s s e s  s i n c e  it c o n s i s t s  of  n o t  o n l y  c o g n i t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  
b u t  a l s o  a  p h y s i c a l  a c t i v i t y .  I t  t y p i c a l l y  r e s u l t s  when 
t h r e e  t h i n g s  occur .  A w r i t e r  f i r s t  makes a d e t e r m i n a t i o n  
t h a t  something is i n a p p r o p r i a t e  t h e n I  d e c i d e s  how t o  change 
it and, f i n a l l y ,  p h y s i c a l l y  makes t h e  change. I n  o r d e r  t o  
r e v i s e  s u c c e s s f u l l y ,  though,  a  w r i t e r  r e l i e s  on t h e  
.&r.ateaies t h a t  h e i s h e  h a s  deve loped  o r I  i n  t h e  c a s e  of 
ES/FL w r i t e r s l  a r e  pe rhaps  t r a n s f e r r e d  from L l .  For t h e  
purpose  o f  my s t u d y l  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  r e f l e c t e d  t h e  f o l -  
lowing: w r i t i n g  b e h a v i o r s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  r e v i s i n g ,  t h e  
q u a n t i t y  and q u a l i t y  of r e v i s i o n s l  and t h e  s y n t a c t i c  com- 
p l e x i t y  of t h e  changes.  
R e v i s i o n  and t h e  Wr i t i ng  P r o c e s s  
Propos ing  a  working d e f i n i t i o n  o f  r e v i s i o n  c a l l s  f o r  
more t h a n  t h e  p a t  answers  p r o v i d e d  by t r a d i t i o n a l  w r i t i n g  
models  espoused by many r h e t o r i c i a n s l  e.g.# Helmhol tz  (1903) 
W a l l a s  (1926) Youngl Beckerl and P i k e  (1970) Winterowd 
(1980). Al though r e v i s i o n  may i n  f a c t  b e  t h e  pr imary  
a c t i v i t y  d u r i n g  t h e  t h i r d  phase  of a p r e w r i t e / w r i t e / r e w r i t e  
modell  it can a l s o  p l a y  a media t ing  r o l e  d u r i n g  t h e  produc-  
t i o n  of t e x t  ( w r i t i n g  s t a g e )  andl i n  a  s e n s e l  a l s o  occu r s  i n  
t h e  w r i t e r ' s  head b e f o r e  s /he  even  p i c k s  up a  p e n c i l  
( p r e w r i t i n g  s t a g e ) .  A model t h a t  is d i v i d e d  i n t o  s t a g e s  
d o e s  l i t t l e  t o  r e v e a l  t h e  v a r i o u s  forms r e v i s i o n  can  t a k e l  
nor  does  it a c c u r a t e l y  d e s c r i b e  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  r e v i s i o n  can  
have  on t h e  f i n a l  product .  Sommersl a prominent  f i r s t  
l anguage  composing r e s e a r c h e r ,  s t r o n g l y  o b j e c t s  t o  t h e  s t a g e  
modell  s t a t i n g  r a t h e r  e m p h a t i c a l l y  t h a t  "by s t a g i n g  r e v i s i o n  
a f t e r  e n u n c i a t i o n ,  t h e  l i n e a r  model r educes  r e v i s i o n  t o  no 
more t h a n  an  a f t e r t h o u g h t n  (1980). 
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  problem of p l a c i n g  r e v i s i o n  w i t h i n  a  
l i n e a r  m o d e l l  w e  mus t  a l s o  b e  c l e a r  as t o w h a t w e m e a n b y  
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t h e  te rm ' r e v i s i o n t .  Rev i s ion  can  and does  mean d i f f e r e n t  
t h i n g s  t o  d i f f e r e n t  people .  One can  speak o f  such  te rms  a s  
c o p y e d i t i n g ,  p roo f read ing ,  recopying,  r e f o r m u l a t i n g ,  
r e s t r u c t u r i n g ,  rev iewing  j u s t  t o  name a  few o f  t h e  "buzz 
words" used t o  c h a r a c t e r i z e  r e v i s i o n .  What t h e s e  have  i n  
common is t h a t  t hey  a l l  i n v o l v e  some a s p e c t  o f  r ev i ewing  
t e x t  i n  o r d e r  t o  make improvements: a  r a t h e r  b road  d e f i n i -  
t i o n .  T h i s  d i v e r s i t y  o f  t e rms  r e p r e s e n t s  a  whole  spec t rum 
of meanings ranging from t h e  p r o o f r e a d e r ' s  m e t i c u l o u s  s e a r c h  
f o r  i n c o r r e c t  s p e l l i n g  and punc tua t ion ,  etc. t o  t h e  comple t e  
r e s t r u c t u r i n g  of t e x t  t h a t  a  p r o f e s s i o n a l  w r i t e r  might f i n d  
necessary .  Rather  t han  d e a l  w i t h  a l l  t h e s e  te rms ,  and f o r  
t h e  s a k e  o f s i m p l i c i t y ,  I w i l l  u s e  r e v i s i o n  a s  a c o v e r t e r m  
t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  w r i t i n g  o b j e c t i v e  of s e a r c h i n g  f o r  and 
making changes. 
Understanding t h e  fundamental  p r o p e r t i e s  of  r e v i s i o n  
r e q u i r e s  an a p p r e c i a t i o n  o f  t h e  c r u c i a l  r o l e  it can  p l a y  i n  
t h e  w r i t i n g  process :  a  r o l e  t h a t  a p p e a r s  t o  co r r e spond  w i t h  
t h e  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  w r i t e r ' s  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s .  I n  
o r d e r  t o  v i s u a l i z e  how r e v i s i o n s  can i n f l u e n c e  t h e  produc-  
t i o n  of t e x t ,  it is u s e f u l  t o  c o n c e p t u a l i z e  r e v i s i o n  w i t h i n  
t h e  c o n t e x t  of  t h e  w r i t i n g  process .  S imple  models  o f  t h i s  
p r o c e s s  have  been proposed independen t ly  by Hayes and Flower  
(19801, Nold (19821, and Humes (1980). But b e f o r e  d i s c u s-  
s i n g  t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  of  a  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  model, one s h o u l d  
r e a l i z e  t h a t  a c o n c e p t u a l  unders tanding  o f  t h e  w r i t i n g  
p r o c e s s  is s t i l l  i n  its infancy.  Composing r e s e a r c h  is 
s t i l l  l a r g e l y  p r e t h e o r e t i c a l .  T h i s  is ev idenced  by t h e  
abundance o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  c a s e  s t u d i e s  and t h e  l a c k  of hypo- 
t h e s i s  t e s t i n g  s t u d i e s .  The reason  f o r  i n c l u d i n g  a s y n o p s i s  
of t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  model is t o  p r o v i d e  an a b s t r a c t  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  from which t h e  f i n d i n g s  of t h i s  s t u d y  a s  w e l l  
a s  o t h e r  s t u d i e s  can be c o n c e p t u a l i z e d  and the reby  c o n t r i -  
b u t e  t o  t h e  e v o l v i n g  t h e o r y  of t h e  w r i t i n g  process .  
The Wr i t i ng  P r o c e s s  Model p r e s e n t e d  below is an adapta-  
t i o n  o f  t h e  t h r e e  models mentioned above. S i n c e  t h i s  s t u d y  
r e p o r t s  an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of t h e  composing p r o c e s s e s  o f  
second language  w r i t e r s I  it was n e c e s s a r y  t o  modify t h e  L l  
w r i t i n g  model t o  account  f o r  a composing p r o c e s s  t h a t  mono- 
l i n g u a l  s p e a k e r s  do n o t  have. The model a l s o  s i m p l i f i e s  t h e  
rev iew p r o c e s s  s o  t h a t  it c o n s i s t s  of  o n l y  two subprocesses .  
T h i s  re f inement  i n c l u d e s  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o c e s s  which o n l y  
L2 w r i t e r s  a r e  c a p a b l e  of using. F i g u r e  1 p r o v i d e s  an 
i l l u s t r a t i o n  of t h e  model. There a r e  t h r e e  major c o n s t i -  
t u e n t s  of  a w r i t i n g  s i t u a t i o n :  t h e  Long-Term Memory (LTM), 
t h e  Composing P roces ses ,  t h e  Task Environment. 
The f i r s t  o f  t h e s e I  t h e  Long-term Memory, is t h e  s t o r e d  
c o n t e n t I  p e r s o n a l  and academic, a w r i t e r  b r i n g s  t o  t h e  
w r i t i n g  task o r  assignment.  LTMI f o r  exampleI can c o n s i s t  
of  such l e a r n e d  s t r a t e g i e s  a s  b ra ins to rming  f o r  i d e a s ,  
o u t l i n i n g  f o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  and r e r e a d i n g  f o r  mis takes .  I t  
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W r i t i n g  P r o c e s s  Model 
a l s o  i n c l u d e s  knowledge t h a t  has  become i n t e r n a l i z e d ,  e.g. 
p e r s o n a l  w r i t i n g  s t y l e ,  w r i t i n g  schemas, etc. I n  t h e  c a s e  
of ES/FL w r i t e r s ,  much of t h i s  knowledge was p robab ly  
a c q u i r e d  i n  a l a n g u a g e  o t h e r  t h a n  E n g l i s h .  Much o f  t h e  L 2  
composing r e s e a r c h  des igned  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t r a n s f e r  
(Chelada,  1981; Lay, 1982; Jones ,  1982, 1983a, 1983b) 
a t t e m p t s  t o  de te rmine  whether s k i l l s  a c q u i r e d  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
l anguage  a r e  a l s o  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  second language.  
The second c o n s t i t u e n t  of t h e  Wr i t i ng  P r o c e s s  Model is 
t h e  Composing P r o c e s s e s  Component which i n c l u d e s  b o t h  major 
p r o c e s s e s  and r e l a t e d  subprocesses .  The t h r e e  major compo- 
s i n g  p r o c e s s e s  a r e  p l ann ing ,  t r a n s c r i b i n g ,  and rev iewing  
( s e e  F i g u r e  2). According t o  Hayes and Flower  (19801, t h e  
f i r s t  of  t h e s e  p r o c e s s e s ,  p l a n n i n g ,  i n v o l v e s  t h e  subproces-  
s e s  o f  g e n e r a t i n g  i d e a s ,  o rgan iz ing  i d e a s ,  and s e t t i n g  
. . 
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g o a l s .  These subproces ses  can occur  a t  any time dur ing  t h e  
\- 
w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  b u t  t y p i c a l l y  predominate  du r ing  t h e  i n i t i a l  
p roduc t ion  of t e x t .  The p l a n n i n g  p r o c e s s  is a l s o  a  method 
f o r  c o n t r o l l i n g  t h e  many c o n s t r a i n t s  imposed on t h e  w r i t e r .  
Flower and Hayes (1981) sugges t  t h a t  t h i s  p r o c e s s  c o n s i s t s  
of  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of p l a n s  f o r  g e n e r a t i n g  i d e a s  and p l a n s  
f o r  producing t e x t .  A w r i t e r  can use  t h e  p l a n n i n g  p r o c e s s  
t o  c o n t r o l  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  s o  as n o t  t o  become overbur-  
dened w i t h  t o o  many concerns.  
During what h a s  been r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  t r a n s c r i b i n g  
p r o c e s s  (Mold, 1982),  a  w r i t e r  t a k e s  i n c h o a t e  i d e a s  and 
t r ans fo rms  them i n t o  w r i t t e n  E n g l i s h  s en t ences .  T h i s  cogni-  
t i v e  a c t i v i t y  i n v o l v e s  t h e  subproces s  o f  a s s i g n i n g  l i n g u i s -  
t i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  t o  t h e  men ta l  c o n c e p t s  fo rmula t ed  a s  a  
r e s u l t  of  t h e  p l a n n i n g  process .  The w r i t e r  u s e s  c o n t e n t  
from h i s / h e r  L T M ~ s e m a n t i c s ,  syn tax ,  o r thographics- - to  
accompl i sh  t h i s .  It is n o t  uncommon t o  have  t h e  p l a n n i n g  
and t r a n s c r i b i n g  p r o c e s s e s  a l t e r n a t i n g  back and f o r t h ,  t h e  
former inducing and deve lop ing  i d e a s ,  i n s i g h t s ,  and memories 
w i t h  t h e  l a t t e r  p r o v i d i n g  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  s c r i p t  i n  accordance  
w i t h  t h e  l i n e a r  t e x t  format  of  c o n v e n t i o n a l  E n g l i s h  syntax.  
A second subproces s  of  t r a n s c r i b i n g  is t h a t  of  t r a n s l a -  
t i n g  i d e a s ,  e i t h e r  i nchoa te  ones  o r  t h o s e  t h a t  have  a l r e a d y  
been a s s i g n e d  l i n g u i s t i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s .  The subprocess  of 
t r a n s l a t i n g  is, o f  course ,  an o p t i o n  t h a t  o n l y  second o r  
m u l t i l a n g u a g e  s p e a k e r s  can u t i l i z e  s i n c e  o n l y  they  a r e  
c a p a b l e  o f  recoding  i d e a s  from one l anguage  t o  another .  
Although t r a n s l a t i n g  is an o p t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  L2 w r i t e r s ,  
i ts u s e  r e q u i r e s  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o c e s s i n g  t ime  which may s low 
down o r  even  i n h i b i t  t h e  w r i t i n g  process .  Consequent ly ,  
b e t t e r  writers may f i n d  themse lves  r e l y i n g  on i t  t o  a  l e s s e r  
and l e s s e r  e x t e n t  a s  t h e i r  w r i t i n g  a b i l i t y  improves. 
For t h e  competent  w r i t e r ,  t r a n s c r i p t i o n  is f a i r l y  
s t r a i g h t- f o r w a r d  s i n c e  such a  w r i t e r  has  deve loped  a  r a t h e r  
f l e x i b l e  s y n t a c t i c  network, a c q u i r e d  a  wide l e x i c a l  r epe r-  
t o i r e ,  and mas te red  t h e  o r t h o g r a p h i c  system. T h i s  is n o t  
t h e  c a s e  f o r  less s k i l l e d  ES/FL w r i t e r s  o r  u n s k i l l e d  n a t i v e  
w r i t e r s .  For  bo th  of them, t h e  t r a n s c r i b i n g  p r o c e s s  can 
s low down t h e i r  e f f o r t s  t o  e x p r e s s  t h e m s e l v e s  by f o r c i n g  
them t o  d e v o t e  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o c e s s i n g  t ime  t o  l anguage  con- 
s i d e r a t i o n s .  ES/FL w r i t e r s  m u s t  a l s o  contend w i t h  an addi-  
t i o n a l  p r o c e s s ,  t h a t  o f  t r a n s l a t i n g ,  which can a f f e c t  t h e  
t r a n s c r i b i n g  process .  
The t h i r d  major composing p r o c e s s  is t h a t  o f  reviewing.  
I t  c o n s i s t s  of  two r e l a t e d  b u t  d i s t i n c t  subprocesses :  
c r y s t a l l i z i n g  and e v a l u a t i n g .  Both of t h e s e  s u b p r o c e s s e s  
i n v o l v e  r e r ead ing  p r e v i o u s l y  w r i t t e n  s c r i p t  b u t  f o r  somewhat 
d i f f e r e n t  purposes .  The c r y s t a l l i z i n g  p r o c e s s  (Wiskin, 
p e r s o n a l  communication) is a  p r o c e s s  i n  which w r i t e r s  
reexamine t h e  t e x t  produced s o  f a r  i n  o r d e r  t o  s t i m u l a t e  
f u r t h e r  i d e a  g e n e r a t i n g ,  o rgan iz ing ,  and g o a l  s e t t i n g .  By 
u s i n g  t h i s  p r o c e s s ,  a w r i t e r  is a b l e  t o m o t i v a t e  t h e  
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d i s c o v e r y  of a d d i t i o n a l  i d e a s  r e s u l t i n g  i n  f u r t h e r  deve lop-  
ment o f  t h e  con ten t .  It o f t e n  accompanies o r  complements 
t h e  p l a n n i n g  and t r a n s c r i b i n g  p r o c e s s e s  by h e l p i n g  t h e  
w r i t e r  t o  d i s c o v e r  what t o  write next.  
The second subprocess ,  e v a l u a t i n g  (Hold, 19801, is a l s o  
t h a t  of  reexamina t ion ,  b u t  t h i s  time t h e  w r i t e r  examines 
what h a s  p r e v i o u s l y  been w r i t t e n  i n  o r d e r  t o  de te rmine  i f  
improvements a r e  necessary :  i n  o t h e r  words, a w r i t e r  checks  
t o  s e e  whether t h e  t r a n s c r i b i n g  p r o c e s s  has  a c c u r a t e l y  
approximated t h e  i n t e n t i o n s  r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  p l a n n i n g  
process .  A s  a r e s u l t  of  e v a l u a t i n g ,  a w r i t e r  can improve 
t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e  t e x t  by a t t e n d i n g  t o  s u r f a c e- r e l a t e d  
shor tcomings such  a s  c o r r e c t i n g  usage e r r o r s  o r  by c l a r i -  
f y i n g  i d e a s  th rough  f u r t h e r  e l a b o r a t i o n .  
The e v a l u a t i n g  subprocess  p e r t a i n s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  
r e v i s i o n  i n  t h a t  it t r i g g e r s  what B r i d w e l l  (1980) c a l l s  
d i s s o n a n c e ~ t h e  f e e l i n g  a  w r i t e r  h a s  t h a t  something is n o t  
a c c u r a t e l y  t r a n s c r i b e d ,  does  n o t  r e p r e s e n t  o r i g i n a l  i n t e n-  
t i o n s ,  o r  is n o t  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  choice .  When a  w r i t e r  
rev iews  h i s / h e r  work f o r  d i ssonance ,  s /he  is a t t empt ing  t o  
d e t e c t  problem a r e a s .  Once d e t e c t i o n  occu r s ,  a  w r i t e r  m u s t  
b e  a b l e  t o - i d e n t i f y  what  t h e  p r o b l e m  is a n d  d e c i d e  on t h e  
a p p r o p r i a t e  change. The f i n a l  s t e p  of t h i s  a c t i v i t y  is t o  
make t h e  change on paper. Thus, i n  o r d e r  t o  s u c c e s s f u l l y  
r e v i s e ,  a w r i t e r  u s e s  t h e  e v a l u a t i n g  subproces s  t o  d e t e c t ,  
i d e n t i f y ,  and c o r r e c t  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  ( B a r t l e t t ,  1982). 
P e r 1  (1982) h a s  i d e n t i f i e d  a concept  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h i s  
need t o  e v a l u a t e  whether  a s s i g n e d  language  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  
a c c u r a t e l y  approximate  one 's  i d e a t i o n a l  i n t e n t i o n s .  She 
c a l l s  it r e t r o s p e c t i v e  s t r u c t u r i n g  b u t  f e e l s  t h a t  it is n o t  
n e c e s s a r i l y  a  r e f l e c t i o n  of w r i t i n g  s k i l l .  I n s t e a d ,  s h e  
c l a i m s  t h a t  it is more l i k e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  way o n e  h a s  
i n t e r n a l i z e d  t h e  w r i t i n g  process .  I t  may r e s u l t  from one's  
p r e v i o u s  i n s t r u c t i o n :  t h e  k i n d s  of r e v i s i n g  s k i l l s  t h a t  were 
emphasized a t  school .  I f ,  f o r  example, grammar was t h e  main 
f o c u s  of i n s t r u c t i o n ,  t h e n  it would n o t  b e  unexpected t o  
f i n d  s t u d e n t s  overconcerned w i t h  grammat ica l  p e r f e c t i o n .  
I f ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, one was t a u g h t  how t o  e v a l u a t e  i d e a s  
and, when necessary ,  r e f i n e  t h e s e  i d e a s  f u r t h e r ,  t h e n  t h e  
r e s u l t  w i l l  b e a w r i t e r  who i n t e r a c t s m o r e  s o w i t h  t h e  
c o n t e n t .  
I n  p r e s e n t i n g  a  model o f  r e v i s i o n ,  Nold (1979) d e f i n e s  
r e v i s i o n  as t h e  p r o c e s s  of  r e t r a n s c r i p t i o n  of p r e v i o u s l y  
produced t e x t  a s  we l l  a s  in- process  t e x t  p roduc t ion  
r e s u l t i n g  from a  writer 's consc ious  e v a l u a t i o n  t h a t  modif i-  
c a t i o n s  w i l l  improve t h e  product .  I t  can occur  a t  any g i v e n  
p o i n t  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  p roces s ,  i n t e r r u p t i n g ,  and sometimes 
pre- empting, o t h e r  
u t i l i z e  d i s c r e t i o n  
w r i t i n g  t a sk .  The 
p roces ses .  Again though, a  w r i t e r  must 
when s e t t i n g  r e v i s i o n  p r i o i t i e s  f o r  a  
s u c c e s s  of  a  w r i t i n g  t a s k  can depend on 
one's a b i l i t y  t o  make improvements, s o  a w r i t e r  s h o u l d  be  
x- 
a b l e  t o  de t e rmine  t h e  o p t i m a l  amount of  r e v i s i n g  n e c e s s a r y  
t o  accompl i sh  t h e  t a sk .  W r i t e r s  such  a s  t h o s e  i n  P e r l ' s  
s t u d y  have  n o t  y e t  l e a r n e d  how b e s t  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  r e v i s i o n s  
i n t o  t h e i r  work. 
I s h o u l d  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  
Wr i t i ng  P r o c e s s  Model does  n o t  c o n s i d e r  r e v i s i o n  t o  be  a  
p r o c e s s  of  t h e  Composing P r o c e s s e s  Component. Ra ther ,  r e v i -  
s i o n  is what  o c c u r s  upon t h e c o m p l e t i o n  o f  a  s u b p r o c e s s  o f  
t h e  rev iew p r o c e s s  and t h e  subsequent  change i n  t h e  t e x t .  
I t  b e g i n s  when t h e  e v a l u a t i n g  subproces s  is used t o  d e t e c t  
and i d e n t i f y  p o i n t s  of d i s sonance  i n  t h e  t e x t ,  and it t y p i -  
c a l l y  e n d s w h e n t h e w r i t e r  h a s  made t h e  c h a n g e  on p a p e r  
( e d i t i n g  behav io r ) .  S ince  composing p r o c e s s e s  a r e  by 
d e f i n i t i o n  c o g n i t i v e  ones,  and s i n c e  t h e  term r e v i s i o n  
i n c l u d e s  a  p h y s i c a l  a c t i v i t y ,  I p r e f e r  n o t  t o  r e f e r  t o  
r e v i s i o n  as a composing process .  I f  t h e  w r i t e r  is u n a b l e  t o  
i d e n t i f y  and c o r r e c t  a  d e t e c t e d  problem, t h e  review p r o c e s s  
is abor ted .  My a n a l y s i s  d i d  n o t  i n c l u d e  t h e s e  i ncomple t e  
r e v i s i o n s ,  examining i n s t e a d  o n l y  t h o s e  r e v i s i o n s  t h a t  were 
s u c c e s s f u l l y  performed. 
The Composing P roces ses  Component is t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  
a p p a r a t u s  of t h e  Wri t ing  P r o c e s s  Model. I t  d e p i c t s  t h e  
c o g n i t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s ~ t h e  major p r o c e s s e s  and r e l a t e d  
s u b p r o c e s s e s ~ t h a t  i n t e r a c t  w i t h  LTM and t h e  Task Environ-  
ment. But, more impor t an t ly ,  it a l s o  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  
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dynamic n a t u r e  o f  t h e  w r i t i n g  process :  i ts r e c u r s i v e n e s s .  
T h i s  r e c u r s i v e n e s s ,  however, is n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  one o f  lock-  
s t e p ,  p r o c e s s  by p r o c e s s  c y c l e s  o r  loops .  On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  
p l ann ing ,  t r a n s c r i b i n g ,  and rev iewing  can  b e  i r r e g u l a r ,  
depending on c o n s t r a i n t s  imposed upon t h e  w r i t e r  by t h e  
t h i r d  component of  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  m o d e l ~ t h e  Task 
Environment ( s e e  F i g u r e  1 aga in ) .  
Flower  and Hayes (1981) c o n s i d e r  t h e  Task Environment 
t o  b e  any th ing  t h a t  i n f l u e n c e s  t h e  performance o f  t h e  t a s k ,  
i n c l u d i n g  such  i n t a n g i b l e s  a s  t o p i c ,  in tended  aud ience  and 
purpose,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  t e x t  t h a t  a  w r i t e r  has  a l r e a d y  
produced. The more d i f f i c u l t  t h e  Task Environment, t h e  more 
l i k e l y  it is t h a t  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  w i l l  be  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  
by i r r e g u l a r ,  c y c l i c a l  p a t t e r n s  a s  t h e  w r i t e r  a t t e m p t s  t o  
overcome any problems imposed by t h e  Task Environment. I t  
is a l s o  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  if t h e  Task Environment is rou t ine- -  
s a y  w r i t i n g  a l e t t e r - - t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  can  b e  f a i r l y  
l i n e a r  and u n i- d i r e c t i o n a l .  
Hold h a s  contended t h a t  t h e  deg ree  of p r o c e s s i n g  i r r e -  
g u l a r i t y  is a  r e s u l t  of p s y c h o l o g i c a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  i n h e r e n t  
i n  t h e  c o g n i t i v e  c a p a b i l i t i e s  of  t h e  b ra in .  Because each  
p r o c e s s  r e q u i r e s  f o c a l  a t t e n t i o n  and because  of t h e  l i m i t a -  
t i o n  of sho r t- te rm memory, o n l y  one p r o c e s s  o c c u r s  a t  a  
time, s o  a  s k i l l e d  w r i t e r  w i l l  a l t e r n a t e  from one p r o c e s s  t o  
a n o t h e r  i n  a n  a t t e m p t  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  h u r d l e s  imposed by 
i n t e r n a l  and e x t e r n a l  cons ide ra t ions- - the  c o g n i t i v e  l i m i t a :  
t i o n s  of t h e  b r a i n  and t h e  Task Environment. Although t h e  
menta l  p r o c e s s i n g  l i m i t a t i o n s  of an a d u l t  p r o b a b l y  remain 
r e l a t i v e l y  c o n s t a n t ,  t h e  Task Environment can o b v i o u s l y  
change. Thus, and a s  t h e  d o t t e d  l i n e s  i n  F i g u r e  2 i l l u s -  
t r a t e ,  a  w r i t e r  a l t e r n a t e s  from one composing p r o c e s s  t o  
a n o t h e r  i n  o r d e r  t o  m o t i v a t e  t h e  p roduc t ion  o f  t e x t .  Flower  
and Hayes contend f u r t h e r  t h a t  a  w r i t e r  mon i to r s  t h e  w r i t i n g  
p roces s  by making d e c i s i o n s  a s  t o  t h e  b e s t  use  o f  composing 
p r o c e s s e s  t o  accommodate t h e  Task Enviroment. Any p r o c e s s  
can i n t e r r u p t  ano the r ,  b u t  it appea r s  t o  be  o n l y  t h e  p r o f i -  
c i e n t  w r i t e r s  who a r e  a b l e  t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  s t r i k e  a b a l a n c e  
among competing composing p r o c e s s e s  a s  w e l l  a s  between t h e s e  
p r o c e s s e s  and t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  of  t h e  Task  Environment. 
I n  t h a t  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  accommodates t h e  w r i t i n g  
t a s k  and s i n c e  t h e r e  a r e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  t h e  p r o c e s s i n g  
c a p a b i l i t i e s  of  t h e  human b r a i n ,  it is n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  
s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  f i n d  ways t o  compensate f o r  t h e s e  con- 
s t r a i n t s .  Such w r i t e r s  have  deve loped  s t r a t e g i e s  t o  a i d  
them i n  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  t o  overcome t h e s e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  
Discover ing  t h e  many ways i n  which s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  have  
deve loped  s i m i l a r  and d i f f e r e n t  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  and how 
t h e s e  compare w i th  t h o s e  of l e s s  s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  is a major 
g o a l  of  t h i s  s tudy.  
F i n a l l y ,  i n s t e a d  of t r e a t i n g  r e v i s i o n  a s  t h e  end s t a g e  
of  a l i n e a r  s t a g e  model ,  I h a v e  t r i e d  t o  p r e s e n t  it a s  a n  
i n t e r r e l a t e d  p a r t  of t h e  wr i t ing  process,  an a c t i v i t y  t h a t  
c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  t h e  dynamic na tu r e  of t h i s  process  by i n t e r-  
ac t i ng  wi th  o the r  processes  t o  improve t h e  f i n a l  product.  
Nor is r e v i s i o n  simply a  mat ter  of making changes. Rather, 
it is much more complex, i nvo lv ing  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of detec-  
t i o n ,  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  and correc t ion .  Y e t ,  t h e  key t o  
understanding t h e  r o l e  of r e v i s i o n  i nc ludes  not  on ly  what it 
c o n s i s t s  of but  a l s o  how writers go about accomplishing t h i s  
task. I n  o the r  words, what a r e  t h e  similarities/differences 
of r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  of good -and poor L1/L2 w r i t e r s ?  What 
types  of r e v i s i o n  predominate during t h e  wr i t i ng  process? 
When do they occur? These ques t ions  a r e  but  a  few of t h e  
a r e a s  i n  need of f u r t h e r  research. Although f i r s t  language 
resea rch  has  been f r u i t f u l  during t h e  l a s t  decade, prec ious  
l i t t l e  work has  been done i n  t h e  f i e l d  of TES/FL. So w i t h i n  
t h e  con tex t  of t h e  Writing Process Model, t h e  s tudy on which 
t h i s  t h e s i s  is based r e p o r t s  on t h e  r o l e  of r e v i s i o n  f o r  L2  
w r i t e r s .  
CHAPTER I11 
STUDY DESIGN 
Although t h i s  s t u d y  is n o t  a  r e p l i c a t i o n  of B r i d w e l l ' s ,  
it l o o k s  a t  some o f  t h e  same phenomena. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  
B r i d w e l l ' s  s t u d y  was des igned  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h r e e  a r e a s  of 
i n t e r e s t :  what t w e l f t h  g r a d e r s  do when t h e y  r e v i s e ,  t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  p a t t e r n s  of more s u c c e s s f u l  and l e s s  
s u c c e s s f u l  w r i t e r s ,  and how t h e s e  p a t t e r n s  r e l a t e  t o  t h e  
e v o l v i n g  theo ry  o f  t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  (1980). 
Purpose 
The pr imary purpose  of t h i s  d e s c r i p t i v e  a n a l y s i s  of  L2 
w r i t e r s  was t o  o b s e r v e  t h e  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  o f  f i v e  
s u b j e c t s  and r e p o r t  on how t h e y  were s i m i l a r  and d i f f e r e n t .  
Of s p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  were t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  a t  what p o i n t s  i n  
t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  r e v i s i o n s  occur red ,  t h e  q u a n t i t y  and 
q u a l i t y  of  t h e s e  r e v i s i o n s ,  and how read ing  was r e l a t e d  t o  
making r e v i s i o n s .  Of more g e n e r a l  i n t e r e s t  t o  us  was t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  of L2 r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  t o  t h e  emerging 
w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  paradigm. The r e s e a r c h  q u e s t i o n s  of t h e  
s t u d y  a r e  p r o v i d e d  below: 
1. What a r e  t h e  g e n e r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  t h e  r e v i s i o n  
s t r a t e g i e s  o f  L2 w r i t e r s .  
2. What a r e  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n s  between t h e  whats  and whens 
of r e v i s i o n  and t h e  r a t e d  q u a l i t y  of  t h e  e s s a y s ?  
3. What r o l e  d o e s  r e a d i n g  p l a y  i n  t h e  r e v i e w  p r o c e s s  and 
how d o e s  t h i s  r o l e  r e l a t e  t o  t h e  r a t e d  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  
e s s a y s ?  
P a r t i c i p a n t s  
The f i v e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  s t u d i e d  were a l l  L2 w r i t e r s .  
They were i n i t i a l l y  s e l e c t e d  and grouped a s  l e s s  s k i l l e d  and 
more s k i l l e d .  L e v e l s  were prede te rmined  s o  t h a t  it would be  
p o s s i b l e  t o  examine r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  from a  deve lopmen ta l  
p e r s p e c t i v e .  The w r i t e r s '  ESL backgrounds were d i v e r s e ;  two 
of them ( t h e  leas t  s k i l l e d )  had been i n  t h e  U.S. f o r  o n l y  a  
s h o r t  t i m e  w h i l e  t h e  two c o m p e t e n t  w r i t e r s  had  b e e n  i n  t h e  
U. S. f o r  o v e r  a yearÃ‘on  f o r  n e a r l y  twenty years .  The 
f i f t h  wri ter ,  whose e s s a y  was r a t e d  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  b e t t e r  
t h a n  t h e  l e a s t  s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s '  b u t  n o t  a s  good  as t h e  
competent  w r i t e r s ' ,  was i n  t h e  second y e a r  of  h e r  undergra-  
d u a t e  d e g r e e  program a t  an  American u n i v e r s i t y .  T a b l e  1, 
which is p r o v i d e d  below, shows each  w r i t e r ' s  n a t i o n a l i t y ,  
age,  time i n  U.S. and amount of  ES/FL e d u c a t i o n a l  e x p e r i-  
ence. I t  is a p p a r e n t  from t h e  t a b l e  t h a t  t h e  t h r e e  l e a s t  
s k i l l e d  writers were  c o n s i d e r a b l y  younger t h a n  t h e  two b e s t  
w r i t e r s .  I t  is a l s o  t h e  case t h a t  f o u r  of  t h e  f i v e  p a r t i -  
c i p a n t s  were Asian w i t h  t h e  f i f t h  from Europe. A d d i t i o n a l  
i n fo rma t ion  abou t  t h e  w r i t e r s  is p r o v i d e d  i n  Chapter  Four a t  
t h e  beginning of each c a s e  s t u d y  s e c t i o n s .  
Table 1 
v-  
Background Information of t h e  Five' Sub jec t s  
Name Nat iona l i ty  Age Time/U.S. L2 Education 
Jeong K i  Korean 22 2 weeks 8 years  
Winako Marshallese 18  2 weeks 12 years  
Shao Chinese ( H K )  2 0 2 years  1 4  yea rs  
Mei l i  Chinese ( P R O  32 2 years  10 years  
Andrea Hungarian 4 4 20 years  1 4  yea rs  
I had o r i g i n a l l y  expected t o  have s epa ra t e  groups of 
u n s k i l l e d  and s k i l l e d  wr i t e r s .  B u t  a f t e r  having t h e  essays  
ra ted ,  it was apparent  t h a t  one of t h e  w r i t e r s  wrote an 
essay t h a t  was between t h e  ra ted  q u a l i t y  of t h e  two groups. 
This unexpected occurrence was f o r t u n a t e  f o r  it provided a 
developmental pe r spec t i ve  of r ev i s ion  s t r a t e g i e s  a l lowing my 
a n a l y s i s  t o  focus on how r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  of u n s k i l l e d  
w r i t e r s  d i f f e r e d  from those  of t h e  semi- sk i l l ed  and s k i l l e d  
wr i t e r s .  The ESL Composition P r o f i l e  developed by Jacobs, 
e t  a l .  (1981) was used t o  r a t e  t h e  essays. Three ESL 
wr i t ing  i n s t r u c t o r s  ra ted  each essay using t h i s  p r o f i l e .  
The r a t e r s '  s co re s  were averaged together  and c l e a r l y  d e p i c t  
developmental d i f fe rences .  Based on t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  of 
t h e i r  essays,  w r i t e r s  #l and # 2  were considered t o  be 
u n s k i l l e d ,  #3 s e m i s k i l l e d  and #4 and #5 s k i l l e d .  
Writer  #l--66 
Writer $ 2 ~ 6 7  
Writer t3--82 
Writer #4--90 
Writer  t5--93 
Writing Assignment 
The wr i t i ng  assignment cons i s ted  of a  s i n g l e  t o p i c  i n  
paragraph form. The t o p i c  (provided below) was chosen 
because 1) it could  have been a " t y p i c a l "  academic assign-  
ment f o r  an undergraduate courseÃ‘sa socio logy;  2) t h e  
t o p i c  con ten t  l e n t  i t s e l f  t o  an experience each w r i t e r  had 
had o r  was i n  t h e  process  of experiencing. Consequently, 
even t h e  l e a s t  s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  would be a b l e  t o  draw on t h e  
pe rsona l  experience of adapting t o  a  new environment. 
Af ter  a r r i v i n g  i n  t h e  U.S., fo re ign  s t uden t s  
u s u a l l y  experience problems adapting t o  t h e  new envi-  
ronment. This is understandable s i n c e  t h e  language and 
c u l t u r e  a r e  o f t en  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t .  Write an essay 
d i r e c t e d  a t  newly a r r i v e d  fo re ign  s tudents .  T e l l  them 
what t o  expect and o f f e r  sugges t ions  a s  t o  t h e  c u l t u r a l  
and language problems they w i l l  most l i k e l y  encounter 
i n  t h e  U.S. 
There a r e  a  number of wr i t i ng  assignment v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  
can i n f l uence  wr i t ing  performance. These v a r i a b l e s  i nc lude  
t h e  wr i t i ng  context ,  format, d i r e c t i o n s ,  c o g n i t i v e  demands, 
a f f e c t i v e  demands, and l i n g u i s t i c  demands (Greenberg, 1982). 
I t  is c e r t a i n l y  p r e f e r a b l e  t o  c o n t r o l  t h e s e  a s  much a s  
pos s ib l e ,  which is what I t r i e d  t o  do. Although t h e  w r i t e r s  
knew t h i s  was an experiment, i n d i c a t o r s  of both audience and 
purpose were b u i l t  i n t o  t h e  d i r ec t i ons .  Rhe tor ica l  s k i l l s  
and syntac t ic /semant ic  prof ic iency,  of course,  could  no t  be 
c o n t r o l l e d  and depended on t h e  developmental l e v e l  of each 
wr i t e r .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  were t o l d  t h a t  t h e i r  
essays  would be graded i n  terms of c l a r i t y ,  cohesiveness,  
and coherence.  F i n a l  d r a f t s  of a l l  f i v e  w r i t e r s  can  b e  ~'. 
found i n  Appendix A. 
Procedures  
I n  o r d e r  t o  a c c u r a t e l y  uncover  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  t h a t  
occu r red  du r ing  t h e  w r i t i n g  of t h e  d r a f t s ,  v ideo- tap ing  t h e  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  from j u s t  a f t e r  a  p r e w r i t i n g  a c t i v i t y  t o  t h e  
end o f  t h e  second d r a f t  was cons ide red  t o  be  t h e  most fea-  
s i b l e  way t o  g a t h e r  t h e  w r i t i n g  b e h a v i o r s  t h a t  a i d e d  t h e  
p r o g r e s s i o n  of t e x t .  Taping p rocedures  i n v o l v e d  a  two- 
camera a r r a n g e m e n t ~ o n e  camera aimed a t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  
p a p e r  and  t h e  o t h e r  p o s i t i o n e d  i n  s u c h  a way a s  t o  g i v e  a  
f r o n t a l  view o f  t h e  writer's face and hand movements. The 
r e s u l t i n g  v ideo- tape  c o n s i s t e d  o f  a s p l i t - s c r e e n  p i c t u r e  
w i t h  t h e  w r i t t e n  s c r i p t  on t h e  l e f t  s i d e o f t h e  s c r e e n a n d  
t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t  on t h e  r i g h t .  
There was a  two-hour time l i m i t  imposed upon t h e  
w r i t e r s .  T h i s  was u n f o r t u n a t e  b u t  neces sa ry  because  of 
r e s o u r c e  l i m i t a t i o n s .  I n  t h a t  t h e r e  was a  time r e s t r i c t i o n ,  
t h e  w r i t i n g  s i t u a t i o n  c o u l d  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  b e  an  i n- c l a s s  
assignment. Y e t ,  two hours  was a l s o  b e l i e v e d  t o  be  l e n g t h y  
enough f o r  t h e  w r i t e r s  t o  make t h e  k i n d s  of changes  t h a t  
would r e v e a l  t h e i r  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s .  I t  was sugges t ed  t o  
t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  t h a t  t h e y  use  t h e  two hours  i n  such  a way 
as t o  a l l o w  s u f f i c i e n t  time t o  w r i t e  a f i r s t  and s e c o n d  
d r a f t .  Al though two d r a f t s  were r e q u i r e d ,  t h e r e  was no 
requi rement  on t h e  number of r e v i s i o n s  nor  was t h e r e  a  
minimum o r  maximum l i m i t  s e t  on t h e  number o f  words  o r  
paragraphs .  Thus t h e  w r i t e r s  were expec t ed  t o  manage t h e i r  
time i n  any way n e c e s s a r y  t o  accompl i sh  t h e  w r i t i n g  t a sk .  
P r i o r  t o  beg inn ing  t o  write and a f t e r  read ing  t h e  
ass ignment ,  each  w r i t e r  watched a twen ty- f ive  minute  t aped  
l e c t u r e  on t h e  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  and s o c i o l o g i c a l  a s p e c t s  of  
a d a p t a t i o n / a s s i m i l a t i o n  t o  a new c u l t u r e .  The l e c t u r e  t a p e  
was used as a  p r e w r i t i n g  h e u r i s t i c  t o  i n t r o d u c e  t h e  w r i t e r s  
t o  t h e  t o p i c  a r ea .  T h i s  was expec ted  t o  a i d  i d e a  g e n e r a t i o n  
the reby  c u t t i n g  down on t h e  t ime  r e q u i r e d  f o r  p r e w r i t i n g  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  
An e x p l a n a t i o n  of t h r e e  p r o c e d u r a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  
preceded t h e  f i l m i n g .  These r e s t r i c t i o n s  may have  a f f e c t e d  
t h e  n a t u r a l n e s s  of t h e  w r i t i n g  p roces s ,  b u t  p robab ly  n o t  i n  
a  major way. The t h r e e  were: 
1. W r i t e r s  c o u l d  n o t  move t h e  paper  on which t h e y  were 
w r i t i n g .  
2. When r e r e a d i n g  any segments of  t h e  t e x t ,  w r i t e r s  were 
asked t o  u s e  t h e i r  pens  t o  f o l l o w  t h e  s c r i p t .  
3. When making changes,  w r i t e r s  were asked  t o  i n d i c a t e  
v e r b a l l y  b u t  b r i e f l y  why t h e y  made them. 
The f i r s t  two r e s t r i c t i o n s  were mechanica l  a c t i o n s  
which were n o t  expec ted  t o  i n t e r f e r e  g r e a t l y  w i t h  t h e  
n a t u r a l  f low of t h e  wr i t ing .  The f i r s t  r e s t r i c t i o n  was 
x- 
necessary  because of t h e  placement of one of t h e  cameras. 
I n  o r d e r  t o  keep  t h e  w r i t t e n  s c r i p t  w i t h i n  t h e  v iew of  t h i s  
camera, it was necessary  t h a t  t h e  paper n o t  be moved about. 
The second r e s t r i c t i o n  was needed t o  h e l p  a s c e r t a i n  whether 
t h e  w r i t e r  was reading o r  pausing. I n  a  p i l o t  s tudy  by t h e  
r e s e a r c h e r  (Heuring, 19831, t h e r e  was d i f f i c u l t y  determining 
whether t h e  w r i t e r  was a c t u a l l y  reading o r  j u s t  s t a r i n g  a t  
t h e  paper. To a l l e v i a t e  t h i s  problem, w r i t e r s  were s imply 
asked t o  fo l low ' the  s c r i p t  with t h e i r  pens when reading. 
The t h i r d  r e s t r i c t i o n ,  which was n o t  r e a l l y  a r e s t r i c -  
t i o n  because it was o p t i o n a l ,  d e a l t  w i th  a somewhat contro-  
v e r s i a l  issue i n  composing research  experiments;  t h a t  is, 
whether th ink  a loud  p r o t o c o l s  i n t e r f e r e  with t h e  n a t u r a l  
p rocess  of composing. Some resea rcher s  u s e  them (Flower and 
Hayes, 1977; Jones,  1982, 1983a, 1983b; G a s k i l l ,  1983; Mat- 
suhashi ,  1982) and, t h e  reasons they  f i n d  them e f f e c t i v e  
were d i scussed  i n  a p r e v i o u s  chapter .  My temporal a n a l y s i s  
of ~ 2  w r i t e r s  i n v o l v e d  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of w r i t i n g  behav- 
i o r s  as t h e y  r e l a t e d  t o  r e v i s i n g ,  and most of  t h e  t i m e  t h e s e  
behav io r s  cou ld  be documented without  much d i f f i c u l t y .  I 
decided, however, t o  use a l i m i t e d  form of t h e  think- aloud 
procedures  t o  a i d  my a n a l y s i s  of r e v i s i o n  types. For exam- 
p l e ,  i n  t h e  e v e n t  of ambiguous r e v i s i o n s ,  think- aloud proto-  
c o l s  might p rov ide  a d d i t i o n a l  c l u e s  making i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  
determine t h e  r e v i s i o n  type. Thus, s u b j e c t s  were asked t o  
exp la in  v e r b a l l y ,  i f  pos s ib l e ,  why they made changes i n  
order  t o  p rov ide  a d d i t i o n a l  da t a  t o  h e l p  confirm whether a  
change was s u r f a c e  o r  meaning r e l a t ed .  A s  it turned out ,  
on ly  t h e  two s k i l l e d  writers were a b l e  t o  th ink a loud and 
t h e n  f o r  l e s s  t h a n  5 0 %  of t h e i r  changes ;  nor  were t h e  e x p l a-  
na t i ons  of much h e l p  s i n c e  they were u s u a l l y  r a the r  genera l .  
S o t h e  t h i n k  a l o u d p r o c e d u r e w a s n o t a  f r u i t f u l  s o u r c e  of 
d a t a  and d i d  n o t  p l a y  a  major  r o l e  i n  t h e  d a t a  a n a l y s i s .  
Method of Analys is  
The design of t h i s  s tudy produced two kinds of da ta :  a  
process  p ro toco l  of wr i t ing  behaviors  and product- derived 
t a b l e s  of t h e  quan t i ty ,  q u a l i t y ,  and s y n t a c t i c  complexity of 
t h e  rev i s ions .  The process p ro toco l  came from t h e  video- 
t ape  and cons i s t ed  of wr i t ing  behaviors  t h a t  had been noted, 
quan t i f i ed ,  and analyzed f o r  s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f fe rences .  
The product t a b l e s  were de r ived  from an a n a l y s i s  of t h e  
r e v i s i o n s  t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  made and cons i s ted  of r ev i-  
s i o n s  t h a t  occurred on paper during t h e  wr i t ing  of t h e  f i r s t  
and second d r a f t s  a s  w e l l  a s  those  r e v i s i o n s  made men ta l l y  
when rewri t ing.  The reason f o r  having both process and 
product d a t a  was no t  only  t o  p rov ide  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  types  
of r e v i s i o n s  t h a t  occurred but  a l s o  t o  determine how t h e  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  d i f f e r e d  i n  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s .  These s t r a t e -  
g i e s  could  b e s t  be uncovered by f ind ing  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
between 1) t h e  number of r ev i s ions ,  2) whether they were 
s u r f a c e  r e l a t e d  o r  meaning changes, 3) t h e  l eng th  of these L- 
changesr and 4) t h e  wr i t i ng  behaviors  t h a t  cha rac t e r i zed  
t he se  rev i s ions .  
Beeps a t  f i v e  second i n t e r v a l s  were l a t e r  recorded onto 
t h e  video- tape i n  order  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  e x t r a c t i o n  of 
wr i t i ng  behaviors.  I adapta ted  P e r l l s  wr i t ing  behavior  
system (1979) t o  code t he se  behaviors.  I t  was necessary t o  
modify her  coding system because it was designed f o r  a s tudy 
of L l  w r i t e r s  and needed t o  be ref ined somewhat t o  a i d  i n  
t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of wr i t ing  behaviors  r e l a t e d  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
t o  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  s i n c e  reading is an 
a c t i v i t y  used t o  d e t e c t  dissonance-- the po in t s  i n  t h e  
wr i t i ng  process where a w r i t e r  senses  t h e  need f o r  improve- 
ment--modifying P e r l l s  code made it p o s s i b l e  t o  account f o r  
a d d i t i o n a l r  more revea l ing ,  reading behaviors  t h a t  con t r i-  
buted t o  making changes. The adapted coding system c o n s i s t s  
of t h e  major wr i t ing  behaviors  of Writing, Readingr Pausing, 
and Edit ing with these  d iv ided  i n t o  subcategories .  The code 
is provided below along wi th  a b r i e f  explanat ion  of each 
behavior. 
K L i L b  
W--instances of a c t u a l  wr i t ing  where s c r i p t  is being pro- 
duced on paper i n  s p u r t s  of a t  l e a s t  3-4 seconds. 
Po- general ly considered t o  be times when t h e  w r i t e r  is 
pausing f o r  extraneous reasons such a s  s h u f f l i n g  
papers,  g e t t i n g  a  new shee t  of paper, e t c .  
PC-moments of s c r i b a l  i n a c t i v i t y  r e f l e c t i n g  times when 
t h e  w r i t e r  is engaged i n  c o g n i t i v e  planning,  dec i s ion  
makingI o r  reviewing a c t i v i t i e s .  
B.=diu 
Rd-reading t h e  f i r s t  d r a f t  i n  order  t o  recopy or  r ewr i t e  a  
second d r a f t .  
Ra-reading segments from t h e  d r a f t  t h e  w r i t e r  is working 
on, with segments ranging from j u s t  a  few words o r  
sentences t o  paragraphs. 
Rw-reading t h e  e n t i r e  d r a f t  fo l lowing t h e  completion of 
t h e  essay. 
Ro-reading o the r  m a t e r i a l s  p r imar i l y  notes  o r  a  prewri t ing  
ou t l i ne .  
m 
E--physically making a  ch ange i n  t h e  t ex t .  
The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n I  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n ,  and examination of 
wr i t i ng  behaviors  wi th in  t h e  context  of t h e  wr i t i ng  process 
was necessary t o  shed l i g h t  on t h e  "whensn of rev i s ion .  
Discovering when r e v i s i o n s  occurred, r evea l ed  p o i n t s  a t  
which w r i t e r s  f e l t  dissonance between t h e  genera ted  t e x t s  
and t h e  intended meanings. The process  p ro toco l  makes it 
convenient  t o  p inpo in t  what r e v i s i o n s  were p r e v a l e n t  during 
t h e  wr i t i ng  of t h e  f i r s t  and second drafts--performance 
.- 
revisions--and a l s o  those  t h a t  occurred i n , t h e  w r i t e r ' s  
head--between d r a f t  revis ions .  Besides these  macro seg- 
ments# a  p r o c e s s  p r o t o c o l  can  a l s o  be used t o  look  a t  mic ro  
segmentsI e.g. i den t i fy ing  wr i t i ng  behaviors  t h a t  t y p i c a l l y  
occur immediately p r i o r  t o  a  rev i s ion .  HoweverI I decided 
not  t o  examine micro segments because such an a n a l y s i s  would 
have required f u r t h e r  e l a b o r a t i o n  of t h e  coding system 
r e s u l t i n g  i n  an a n a l y s i s  even more complicated than t h e  one 
I used. 
Writing behaviors  a r e  considered t o  be i n d i c a t o r s  of 
corresponding processing activit ies-- composing processes.  
Cer ta in  reading behaviors# f o r  example# appear t o  correspond 
t o  t h e  reviewing process and more s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  r e v i s i o n  
s t r a t e g i e s .  Pausing behaviors  during t h e  second d r a f t  of 
t he  wr i t ing  process  l ikewise  t e l l  u s  t h a t  t h e  w r i t e r  is 
engaging i n  a c t i v i t i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  improving t h e  t ex t .  An 
a n a l y s i s  of such behaviors  a l l o w s  us t o  l e a r n  more about 
composing processes  and how they i n t e r r e l a t e  and i n t e r a c t  
with one another  t o  produce w r i t t e n  t e x t .  
I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  behaviors  t o  which I s p e c i f i c a l l y  a t t r i -  
buted r ev i s ion- re l a t ed  p r o p e r t i e s  t o  were c e r t a i n  pausing 
and reading behaviors. Pausing (PC) occurr ing during t h e  
second d r a f t  production r e f l e c t e d  moments of e v a l u a t i o n  a s  
did second d r a f t  reading behaviors  (Rat Rd, Rw). These 
s p e c i f i c  behaviors  formed the  b a s i s  f o r  my a n a l y s i s  of 
r e v i s i o n- r e l a t e d  s t r a t e g i e s .  Descr ip t ions  of i n d i v i d u a l  
behavior  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a s  well  a s  comparisons with t he  
behaviors  of o the r  wr i t e r s ,  r e s u l t e d  i n  a  behav io ra l  account 
of t h e  d i f f e r e n t  and developmenta l ly  r evea l i ng  ways i n  which 
t he se  w r i t e r s  used t h e  review process  t o  h e l p  them improve 
on t h e  w r i t t e n  represen ta t ion  of t h e i r  ideas. 
The use of wr i t ing  behaviors  t o  i n f e r  composing 
processes  has one obvious shortcoming. It is no t  always 
p o s s i b l e  t o  be s u r e  t h a t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  wr i t ing  behavior  
represen t s  t h e  concurrent  composing process. For exampler 
t h e  PC behavior  is considered t o  be an i n t e r v a l  of pausing 
where pausing is r e l a t e d  t o  contemplating an idea. Howeverr 
without  think- aloud p ro toco l s ,  it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine 
whether t h i s  per iod  is f o r  idea genera t ion  o r  f o r  such non- 
essay mat te r s  a s  daydreaming. Since t h i s  s tudy had a two- 
hour time l i m i t a t i o n r  it is u n l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e r e  was enough 
t i m e  t o  daydream. Never theless ,  t h i s  i n a b i l i t y  t o  be a b l e  
t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between pausing types  could  g r e a t l y  a f f e c t  
s t u d i e s  of longer  durat ion.  
The wr i t i ng  behavior p ro toco l  g i v e s  a  rough i nd i ca t i on  
o f t h e  a m o u n t o f t i m e a w r i t e r  d e v o t e s  t o  r e v i e w i n g r  b u t  i t  
does not  show t h e  ex ten t  t o  which r e v i s i o n s  inf luenced t he  
outcome of t h e  f i n a l  product. Howeverr t h e  product a n a l y s i s  
of t h i s  s t u d y  is  des igned  t o  make t h i s  p o s s i b l e  by showing 
t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of va r ious  r e v i s i o n  types  a t  d i f f e r e n t  
s t a g e s  o f  t h e  w r i t i n g  process .  I t  is d i v i d e d  i n t o  two 
- 
a n a l y s e s .  The f i r s t  a n a l y s i s  is s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  c l a s s i Â £ i c >  
t i o n  o f  r e v i s i o n  changes deve loped  by F a i g l e y  and Witte 
(1981). T h e i r  schema ( s e e  F i g u r e  3 below) d i s t i n g u i s h e s  







F i g u r e  3 
F a i g l e y  and Witte's C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  Revis ions ,  1981 
between r e v i s i o n s  t h a t  change meaning and t h o s e  t h a t  do n o t  
by break ing  them i n t o  two g e n e r a l  g roups  o r  t y p e s  ( s u r f a c e  
v s  t ex t- based) .  Each of t h e s e  r e v i s i o n  t y p e s  is a g a i n  
d i v i d e d  i n t o  two subgroups: 1) fo rma l  and meaning- preserving 
changes,  and 2) micro and macro changes. Formal changes  
were t h o s e  i n v o l v i n g  syn tax  o r  o t h e r  w r i t i n g  c o n v e n t i o n s  
( p u n c t u a t i o n I  s p e l l i n g I  etc.).  The t h r e e  o t h e r  r e v i s i o n  
t y p e s  were s e m a n t i c- r e l a t e d  changes,  bu t  w i t h  a r a t h e r  d i s -  
t i n c t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e .  Meaning- preserving r e v i s i o n s  d e a l t  
w i t h  improvements t h a t  d i d  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a l t e r  t h e  mean- 
ing; t h u s I  t h e y  a r e  grouped under S u r f a c e  changes. Micro 
and macro tex t- based  changes,  on t h e  o t h e r  handI a f f e c t e d  
t h e  i n i t i a l  i n t e n t  by changing t h e  meaning. I n  o r d e r  t o  b e  
a  t ex t- based  change, t h e  improvement c o u l d  n o t  have  been 
i n f e r r e d  from t h e  o r i g i n a l  choice .  Examples of each  r e v i -  
s i o n  t y p e  a r e  p r o v i d e d  i n  Appendix B. An a n a l y s i s  u s ing  
t h i s  taxonomy makes it p o s s i b l e  t o  de t e rmine  t o  what d e g r e e  
a w r i t e r  is us ing  r e v i s i o n  t o  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  improve o r  
change t h e  t e x t .  
The taxonomy a l s o  l o o k s  a t  r e v i s i o n s  i n  terms of opera-  
t i o n s ,  e.g. a d d i t i o n s ,  d e l e t i o n s ,  pe rmuta t ions  etc., and 
a l t h o u g h  t h e s e  were i n i t i a l l y  p a r t  of  my a n a l y s i s ,  I dec ided  
n o t  t o  i n c l u d e  them i n  t h e  f i n d i n g s  p r i m a r i l y  because  t h e y  
made my a n a l y s i s  unwieldy,  and a l s o  because  t h e r e  d i d  n o t  
appear  t o  be  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  t o  r e p o r t .  
I n s t e a d ,  I a n a l y z e d  r e v i s i o n  u n i t s  based on s y n t a c t i c  
complexi ty .  T h i s  a n a l y s i s  formed t h e  second p a r t  of  t h e  
p roduc t  d a t a  and c o n s i s t e d  of a breakdown of t h e  r e v i s i o n s  
i n t o  s y n t a c t i c  u n i t s .  T h i s  method was borrowed B r i d w e l l ' s  
s t u d y  i n  o r d e r  t o  show how t h e  s y n t a c t i c  complex i ty  of 
r e v i s i o n s  cor responded  w i t h  w r i t i n g  l e v e l  p r o f i c i e n c y .  The 
r e v i s i o n s  were examined f o r  l i n g u i s t i c  l e n g t h :  l e x i c a l ,  
p h r a s a l ,  c l a u s a l ,  s e n t e n t i a l  and m u l t i - s e n t e n t i a l  u n i t s .  By 
i d e n t i f y i n g  s y n t a c t i c  l e n g t h s ,  I hoped t o  see how t h e  syn- 
t a c t i c  complex i ty  of r e v i s i o n s  d i f f e r e d  a t  each  s t a g e  of t h e  
w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  as well  as how t h e y  d i f f e r e d  between wri-  
ters ,  t h e r e b y  r e v e a l i n g  t h e  deg ree  t o  which s y n t a c t i c  com- 
p l e x i t y  of r e v i s i o n s  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  deve lopmen ta l  l e v e l s .  
Of s p e c i a l  n o t e  is t h e  way i n  wh ich  r e v i s i o n s  a r e  
presented on t h e  product t ab l e s .  There a r e  two computations 
.- 
f o r  each r e v i s i o n  type: a raw score  and a percentage. The 
raw score  represen t s  t h e  wr i t e r ' s  t o t a l  number of r e v i s i o n s  
f o r  each r e v i s i o n  type. This  g i v e s  an approximation of each 
w r i t e r a s  emphasis on r e v i s i o n  wi th in  t h e  con tex t  of t h a t  
i n d i v i d u a l a s  wr i t ing  process. However# t h i s  raw sco re  can 
notaccuratelybecomparedtothoseofthe o t h e r  w r i t e r s  i n  
t h e  s tudy because of essay l eng th  d i f fe rences .  SoI it was 
necessary t o  s t andard ize  t he se  scores  i n  order  t o  make them 
comparable. This  was accomplished by determining how many 
r e v i s i o n s  of each type occurred per  1000 words ( t abu l a t ed  
from t h e  f i n a l  d r a f t s  only)  and then computing percentages 
f o r  each. Consequently, percentages a r e  comparable between 
wr i t e r s ,  but  raw scores  a r e  not. 
The product t a b l e s  show r e v i s i o n s  i n  s t a g e s  of d r a f t  
production: Stage  A (in- process d r a f t  one), S tage  B (between 
d r a f t s ) ,  and Stage C (in- process d r a f t  two). By comparing 
r ev i s ions  i n  s t ages#  I expected t o  l e a r n  what r e v i s i o n  
s t r a t e g i e s  were used when my p a r t i c i p a n t s  had d i f f e r e n t  
composing p r i o r i t i e s ;  t h a t  is, whether Stage A r e v i s i o n s  
r e f l e c t e d  changes made wi th in  t h e  context  of idea  genera- 
t i o n #  whether changes made between d r a f t s  showed mental 
adjustments of these  ideas,  and f i n a l l y  whether Stage C 
r ev i s ions  r e f l e c t e d  changes i n  r ev i s ing  p r i o r i t i e s  t o  accom- 
modate t h e  reprocessing of Stage A ideas.  
The i n c l u s i o n  of both process  and product d a t a  f o r  t h i s  
s tudy a ided t h e  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of two kinds of information. 
The p rocess  p ro toco l  looked a t  when r e v i s i o n s  took p l a c e  and 
t h e  wr i t i ng  behaviors  t h a t  r e f l e c t e d  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  
whereas t h e  product a n a l y s i s  showed q u a n t i t a t i v e  and q u a l i -  
t a t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  revis ions .  Writing behaviors ,  
r e v i s i o n  types  and t h e  complexity of t he se  r e v i s i o n s  a r e  
presented  i n  t h e  case  s tudy s e c t i o n  of t h e  next  chapter .  In  
t h e  d i s cus s ion  t h a t  f o l l ows  i n  Chapter Five ,  comparisons of 
s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r ences  of t h e  f i v e  w r i t e r s  a r e  
presented.  
Determining t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  process  p ro toco l  and 
t h e  product d a t a  required t h e  t r a i n i n g  of an ou t s ide  v e r i -  
f i e r  t o  determine a  measure of agreement with my f indings .  
This requi red  s epa ra t e  v e r i f i c a t i o n s :  one f o r  t h e  process  
p ro toco l  and t h e  o the r  f o r  t h e  product data.  Each v e r i f i c a-  
t i o n  conformed with t h e  q u i d e l i n e s  suggested by Frick and 
Semmel (1978). 
A t o t a l  of f i f t y  one minute segments, about n ine  per-  
cen t  of t h e  t o t a l ,  were randomly s e l e c t e d  from t h e  process  
p ro toco l s  of my f i v e  pa r t i c ipan t s .  A c o l l e a g u e  of mine 
observed t he se  segments and recoded t h e  wr i t i ng  behaviors  
using t h e  same c r i t e r i o n  a s  t h e  i n i t i a l  ana ly s i s .  The two 
ana ly se s  were then compared f o r  percent  of agreement. Of a  
t o t a l  of 600 observed behaviors ,  t h e  second r a t e r  agreed 
with 5 6 7  of them f o r  a  94.5 percent  agreement. However, 
when recomputing observed and expected codes t h a t  account ,- 
f o r  c a t e g o r i c a l  d i f f e r ences  (Cohenls Kappa) t h e  r a t e  of 
agreement was even higher--0.97. Such a  high degree of 
agreement was expected since t h e  behaviors  invo lved  a r e  
u s u a l l y  e a s i l y  i den t i f i ed .  
The product d a t a  was reanalyzed i n  a  s i m i l a r  fashion 
but  by a  d i f f e r e n t  person. Ninety-nine r e v i s i o n s  o r  about 
twenty percent  of t h e  t o t a l  number of r e v i s i o n s  on a l l  
d r a f t s  were randomly s e l e c t e d  from t h e  t h r e e  s t ages  of a l l  
f i v e  essays. Another co l l e ague  of mine, who has had exten- 
s i v e  experience working with t h e  r e v i s i o n  problems of L2 
w r i t e r s ?  was s p e c i a l l y  t r a ined  t o  d e t e c t  and i d e n t i f y  t he  
r e v i s i o n s  using t h e  same c r i t e r i o n  t h a t  I had used. Again, 
observed and expected r a t i n g s  were computed according t o  
F r i c k  and Semmel. I n t e r r a t e r  agreement was 0.88 (Cohenls 
Kappa). This  is considered t o  be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  v a l i d a t e  my 
i n i t i a l  f indings.  
The design of t h i s  s tudy was t a i l o r e d  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and a n a l y s i s  of t h e  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  of 
less s k i l l e d  and more s k i l l e d  ESL writers. Through t h e  
examina t ion  of b o t h  t h e  p r o c e s s  of w r i t i n g  a s  we1 1 a s  t h e  
product of wr i t ing?  it was p o s s i b l e  t o  d i scover  s i m i l a r i t i e s  
and d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  of t h e  
wri ters .  A s  a  r e s u l t  of t h i s  examination? it is c l e a r  t o  
see,  a t l e a s t  i n  t h e  case  of my w r i t e r s ?  how ESL w r i t e r s  
perce ive  t h e  r o l e  o f  r e v i s i o n  and how t h i s  perception a i d s  
i n  t h e  production and improvement o f  t h e i r  'essays.  
CHAPTER I V  
FIVE CASE STUDIES 
The s u b j e c t s  of  t h e  f i r s t  two c a s e  s t u d i e s  i n  t h i s  
c h a p t e r  a r e  t h e  two u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s .  The s u b j e c t  o f  t h e  
t h i r d  c a s e  s t u d y  is t h e  s e m i- s k i l l e d  writer and of t h e  
f o u r t h  and f i f t h  t h e  two s k i l l e d  writers. Each c a s e  s t u d y  
s e c t i o n  beg ins  w i t h  background in fo rma t ion  and g e n e r a l  com- 
ments about  t h e  c o n t e n t  and q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  essay.  
The Wri t ing  Behavior  P r o t o c o l  is p r e s e n t e d  nex t ,  w i t h  t h e  
p roduc t  ( r e v i s i o n )  d a t a  summarized immediate ly  a f t e r  t h e  
p r o t o c o l .  The e s s a y s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  i n  Appendix A. 
Case Study # 1 
Jeong K i  is a  twenty- three  y e a r  o l d  Korean s tuden t .  
She is e n r o l l e d  i n  a g r a d u a t e  l e v e l  n u r s i n g  program a t  t h e  
U n i v e r s i t y  of Hawaii. A t  t h e  time of t h e  s tudy ,  s h e  had 
been i n  t h e  U.S. less than  a  month, s o  h e r  E n g l i s h  i n s t r u c-  
t i o n  had been conducted e x c l u s i v e l y  i n  an  EFL s e t t i n g .  
Bes ides  hav ing  had v i r t u a l l y  no exposure  t o  n a t i v e  E n g l i s h  
i n p u t  o t h e r  t h a n  grammar t r a n s l a t i o n  t ex tbooks ,  her  p r e v i o u s  
w r i t i n g  p r a c t i c e  had been used p r i m a r i l y  t o  r e i n f o r c e  h e r  
o r a l  s k i l l s .  So it was expected t h a t  Jeong K i  would have  
d i f f i c u l t y  w r i t i n g  an  e x p o s i t o r y  e s s a y  s i n c e  it was a t a s k  
she  had n e v e r  done before .  
P a r t  o f  h e r  e s s a y  was w r i t t e n  i n  a n a r r a t i v e  g e n r e  and  
c o n s i s t e d  o f  a c h r o n o l o g i c a l  accoun t  of  p a s t  expe r i ences .  
A t  v a r i o u s  p o i n t s  i n  t h e  n a r r a t i v e ,  s h e  i n t e r s p e r s e d  des-  
c r i p t i v e  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  which g a v e  s u p p o r t  t o  h e r  main theme. 
Yet, t h e r e  were  no i n s t a n c e s  o f  a b s t r a c t i n g .  The e s s a y  was 
w r i t t e n  i n  a  r e p o r t i v e  manner, and even  though t h e  w r i t e r ' s  
message was exp res sed  i n  a s i m p l e  s t r a i g h t  forward manner, 
h e r  meanings were o f t e n  obscured a s  a r e s u l t  of numerous 
grammar e r r o r s  and p o o r l y  exp res sed  ideas .  
T a b l e  2  is d i v i d e d  i n t o  two s e c t i o n s ~ t h e  w r i t i n g  
b e h a v i o r  p r o t o c o l  and t h e  p roduc t  a n a l y s i s .  A look  a t  t h e  
f i r s t  s e c t i o n  (2A) shows t h e  b e h a v i o r s  t h a t  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  
Jeong K i ' s  a c t i o n s  d u r i n g  t h e  w r i t i n g  o f  h e r  e s s a y  from t h e  
t ime  s h e  began t h i n k i n g  abou t  t h e  w r i t i n g  t a s k  u n t i l  s h e  had 
comple ted  h e r  essay.  I t  p a r t i a l  e v i d e n c e  of h e r  r a t h e r  
l i m i t e d  expe r i ence  w i t h  academic Engl i sh .  
Table  2A 
Jeong K i ' s  Wr i t i ng  Behavior P r o t o c o l  






Ra 0  
Rw 0  
E .55* 
T o t a l s  60.40 
n o t  used i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
T o t a l s  
59.15 








During t h e  progress  o  f  t h e  f i r s t  d r a f t ,  Jeong K i  spen t  
,- 
30.10 minutes a c t u a l l y  wr i t ing  (W) and about 26.25 minutes 
pausing (PC). Jeong K i  d id  not  have many r e v i s i o n s  on her 
f i r s t  d r a f t ,  s o  t he se  writing/pausing t imes can be consid-  
ered t o  be rough approximations of t h e  amount of t i m e  needed 
t o  formula te  and cons t ruc t  w r i t t e n  d i scourse  f o r  her  o r i g i -  
n a l  i d e a t i o n a l  in ten t ions .  This corresponds with her  second 
d r a f t  behaviors  where she again spent  29.05 minutes wr i t ing  
and 27.55 minutes pausing/reading (PC and Rd a r e  lumped 
together  because they a r e  both a c t i v i t i e s  a  w r i t e r  can use 
a l t e r n a t i v e l y  t o  review a  f i r s t  d r a f t  f o r  rewri t ing) .  These 
f i r s t  and second d r a f t  pausing/reading times a r e  almost  
equal  i nd i ca t i ng  t h a t  Jeong K i  probably devoted about equal  
time t o  genera t ing  her  o r i g i n a l  ideas  and reviewing them f o r  
improvements. However, Jeong K i  demonstrated r a the r  l i m i t e d  
L2 r ev i s ing  c a p a b i l i t i e s  s i n c e  both d r a f t s  have e s s e n t i a l l y  
t h e  same ideas. I n  o ther  words, she  needed nea r ly  t h e  same 
amount of processing time f o r  p lanning and t r ansc r ib ing  a s  
she d id  f o r  reviewing. This  is s i g n i f i c a n t  s i n c e  t h e r e  was 
p r a c t i c a l l y  no d i f f e r ence  i n  t h e  con ten t  of t h e  two d r a f t s .  
This f ind ing  sugges ts  t h a t  a l though she  devoted s u b s t a n t i a l  
processing t i m e  t o  reviewing, she  d id  no t  use t h i s  time t o  
a l t e r  t h e  c o n t e n t  of he r  e s s a y  muchbeyond the  scope  of h e r  
o r i g i n a l  ideas. Even though she used her  second d r a f t  f o r  
improvements, most of her time was apparen t ly  spent  on 
changes within t h e  context  of what had been wr i t t en  t h e  
f i r s t  time. 
Jeong K i ' s  l i m i t e d  L2 w r i t i n g  a b i l i t y  is a l s o  i l l u s -  
t r a t e d  by t h e  absence  of any in- process  read ing  b e h a v i o r s .  
There  were no i n s t a n c e s  of r ead ing  e i t h e r  w h i l e  w r i t i n g  (Ra) 
o r  a f t e r  comple t ion  of t h e  d r a f t s  (Rw). A l a c k  of such  
read ing  b e h a v i o r s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  Jeong K i  d i d  most of h e r  
rev iewing  a t  o n l y  one s t a g e  of t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s ~ b e t w e e n  
d r a f t s .  I t  is n o t  unusua l  t h e n  t h a t  t h e r e  were s o  few 
second d r a f t  c o n t e n t  changes. Jeong K i ' s  p r imary  concern  was 
w i t h  g e t t i n g  t h e  meaning down t h e  f i r s t  time. She d i d  n o t  
go  back t o  e v a l u a t e  h e r  t e x t  w h i l e  w r i t i n g  pe rhaps  because  
s h e  needed t o  r e s e r v e  h e r  p r o c e s s i n g  t ime  f o r  a n o t h e r  p r i o -  
,- 
r i t y ~ p l a n n i n g  and t r a n s c r i b i n g  h e r  o r i g i n a l  ideas .  She 
l i m i t e d  h e r  rev iewing  and r e v i s i n g  t o  a  p o i n t  when o t h e r  
p r o c e s s e s  were no l o n g e r  t h e  main focus.  Her improvements, 
i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  we re  r e l e g a t e d  t o  t h e  f i n a l  s t a g e  o f  wha t  
was e s s e n t i a l l y  a  two s t a g e  w r i t i n g  process :  wr i te / recopy .  
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  Jeong K i t s  r e s t r i c t e d  w r i t i n g  b e h a v i o r s ,  
an  a n a l y s i s  o f  h e r  r e v i s i o n s  ( T a b l e  2B) shows t h a t  h e r  
a b i l i t y  t o  r e v i s e  e x t e n s i v e l y  was a l s o  l i m i t e d .  Of a  t o t a l  
of  s even ty- four  r e v i s i o n s ,  o n l y  t e n  i n v o l v e d  meaning changes  
and  t h e s e w e r e  a l l  a t  t h e m i c r o  l e v e l .  T h i s  wou ld  seem t o  
conf i rm t h a t  Jeong K i  had d i f f i c u l t y  changing o r  d e v e l o p i n g  
h e r  ideas .  Eighty- six  p e r  c e n t  of  h e r  t o t a l  changes  were 
s u r f a c e  r e v i s i o n s :  62% meaning- preserving and 24% grammar 
Tab le  2B 
Jeong K i ' s  T o t a l  Rev i s ions  
74 (73/1000) 
S u r f a c e  
64 (86%) 
Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro 
1 8  (24%) 46 (62%) 1 0  (14%) 0 
S t age  
A 7 
15% 1 
r e l a t e d  w i t h  85% of t h e s e  s u r f a c e  changes  o c c u r r i n g  a t  S t a g e  
B (between d r a f t s ) .  S ince  most of h e r  changes  occu r red  
du r ing  t h i s  s t a g e ,  my c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  s h e  was u n a b l e  t o  make 
s u b s t a n t i a l  changes  w h i l e  w r i t i n g  because  of p r o c e s s i n g  
l i m i t a t i o n s  is f u r t h e r  s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  Of a d d i t i o n a l  
i n t e r e s t  is t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  were  no  c h a n g e s  a t  a l l  
du r ing  t h e  w r i t i n g  of t h e  second d r a f t  (S tage  C). The 
w r i t e r  was c l e a r l y  overconcerned w i t h  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which 
t h e  f i r s t  d r a f t  a c c u r a t e l y  expressed  h e r  o r i g i n a l  i n t e n t i o n s  
and t h i s  ove rconce rn  most l i k e l y  a f f e c t e d  h e r  a b i l i t y  t o  
d e v e l o p  h e r  i d e a s  f u r t h e r .  T h i s  is ev idenced  by h e r  l a c k  of 
second d r a f t  e l a b o r a t i o n  and h e r  v e r y  l i m i t e d  read ing  
b e h a v i o r s ~ h e r  main concern seemed t o  b e  on c o r r e c t i n g  o r  
r e f i n ing  but  no t  changing her  f i r s t  d r a f t  content.  
Of Jeong K i 8 s  r ev i s i ons ,  24% were formal changes, p r i -  
mar i l y  grammar concerns. This  is probably a r e f l e c t i o n  of 
her  p rev ious  t r a in ing .  Y e t ,  even though n e a r l y  one fou r th  
of her  changes were grammar improvements, he r  f i n a l  d r a f t  
s t i l l  had numerous grammar e r r o r s  a t t e s t i n g  t o  her i n a b i l i t y  
t o  d e t e c t  form- related inadequacies 
The process/product da t a  presented  above r e v e a l s  an 
inexperienced L2 wr i ter :  one who used t h e  review process  
p r i m a r i l y  f o r  su r face- re la ted  considerations.. Jeong K i  
l i m i t e d  her  r e v i s i n g  t o  a s t a g e  i n  t h e  wr i t i ng  process  when 
o the r  composing processes were no longer  t h e  main focus. 
For  Jeong  K i  t h e  r o l e  of r e v i s i o n  was n o t  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  
of t h e  wr i t i ng  process; r a the r ,  it was t y p i c a l l y  a c l ean ing  
up o r  po l i sh ing  a c t i v i t y ,  a technique f o r  c l a r i f y i n g  but  not  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  e l abo ra t i ng  o r  changing ideas.  Nor was her 
review process  a b l e  t o  h e l p  her  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  l o c a t e  and 
c o r r e c t  grammar shortcomings. Thus, no t  on ly  were r e v i s i o n s  
l i m i t e d  i n  q u a l i t a t i v e  scope, bu t  s i n c e  they occurred p r i -  
mar i l y  during Stage B, they were accorded a secondary, 
subse rv i en t  r o l e  t o  o the r  wr i t i ng  p r i o r i t i e s . '  
Case Study # 2 
The p a r t i c i p a n t  of t h e  second ca se  study, Winako, was 
i n  many r e spec t s  s i m i l a r  t o  Jeong K i .  S ince  she  had on ly  
r e c e n t l y  a r r i v e d  i n  t h e  U.S. from t h e  M a r s h a l l  I s l a n d s ,  a l l  
x- 
of h e r  E n g l i s h  e d u c a t i o n  had been i n  an EFL s e t t i n g .  She 
a l s o  was a  n u r s i n g  s t u d e n t ,  b u t  a t  t h e  undergradua te  l e v e l .  
Her p r e v i o u s  E n g l i s h  i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  t h e  M a r s h a l l s  was g rea-  
ter  than  Jeong K i ' s  ( t w e l v e  y e a r s  a s  compared t o  e i g h t  
y e a r s )  and had been more i n t e n s i v e .  Winako had been t a u g h t  
by Americans and had r e c e i v e d  d i v e r s i f i e d  forms of i n s t r u c-  
t i o n  i n  grammar, s e n t e n c e  combining and w r i t i n g  fo rma t s  f o r  
e s s a y s ,  e.g. i n t r o d u c t i o n s  and c o n c l u s i o n s ,  paragraphing ,  
etc. 
Yet, Winako's and Jeong K i ' s  e s s a y s  were r a t e d  s i m i l a r  
i n  q u a l i t y ,  and i n  o n l y  one a r e a  d i d  Winako's e s s a y  r e f l e c t  
h e r  g r e a t e r  exposure  t o  Engl i sh .  T h i s  was i n  h e r  grammar 
usage where s h e  had c o n s i d e r a b l y  fewer s y n t a c t i c a l  e r r o r s  i n  
h e r  f i n a l  d r a f t .  L i k e  Jeong K i ,  s h e  was u n a b l e  t o  a d d r e s s  
t h e  t o p i c  i n  an  e x p o s i t o r y  genre. Her e s s a y  was w r i t t e n  a s  
a n a r r a t i v e  w i t h  j u s t  a  few i n s t a n c e s  of s e n t e n c e  a b s t r a c-  
t i o n .  These a b s t r a c t e d  s e c t i o n s  were r a t h e r  s imp ly  w r i t t e n  
( t o p i c  s e n t e n c e  + i l l u s t r a t i o n ) ,  b u t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s h e  used 
them is p r o b a b l y  a r e s u l t  of  h e r  p r e v i o u s  w r i t i n g  i n s t r u c-  
t i o n .  She l a t e r  confirmed t h i s  i n  a  pos t- wr i t i ng  i n t e r v i e w .  
A major d i f f e r e n c e  i n  Winako's work was t h a t  h e r  f i n a l  d r a f t  
had 240  fewer words t han  Jeong K i  d id ,  which might a t  l e a s t  
p a r t i a l l y  e x p l a i n  h e r  s i m i l a r  r a t i n g .  A look a t  Winako's 
Wri t ing  Behavior  P r o t o c o l  (Tab le  3A)  r e v e a l s  a  writer who 
was a p p a r e n t l y  preoccupied w i t h  p e r f e c t i o n .  The paus ing  
b e h a v i o r  t o t a l  i n T a b l e 3  s h o w s t h a t  s h e  s p e n t a t o t a l  o f  
69.15 minu te s  paus ing  compared t o  32.50 minutes  w r i t i n g  (W). 
Table  3A 
Winako's Wr i t i ng  Behavior P r o t o c o l  






R a  
Rw 
E 
T o t a l s  
*not  used i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
C l e a r l y ,  such  a  h igh  deg ree  of paus ing  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  s h e  
n e e d e d  a l o t  o f  time t o t r a n s c r i b e  h e r  i d e a s  and  t o  r e v i e w  
h e r  t e x t .  Perhaps ,  t h i s  d i s p a r i t y  between paus ing  and 
w r i t i n g  b e h a v i o r s  e x p l a i n s  why h e r  e s s a y  had few s y n t a c t i c  
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s .  She was o b v i o u s l y  preoccupied  w i t h  t h e  
accuracy  of h e r  w r i t t e n  work and contempla ted  each c h o i c e  
s h e  made. 
Bes ides  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i s p a r i t y  between Winako's 
w r i t i n g  and pausing b e h a v i o r  times, t h e r e  a r e  i n d i c a t i o n s  of 
o t h e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  between h e r  f i r s t  and second d r a f t  pausing 
behav io r s .  She paused (PC) 42.39 minu te s  du r ing  d r a f t  one. 
T h i s  seems t o  be  an e x c e s s i v e  amount of  t ime,  e s p e c i a l l y  
when it is compared w i t h  Jeong K i ' s  paus ing  b e h a v i o r s  and 
seems c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of a  w r i t e r  who is preoccupied with t h e  
.- 
planning process. Extensive pausing is again t h e  ca se  with 
t h e  second d r a f t  where Winako devoted 31.46 minutes t o  t h i s  
a c t i v i t y  (PC and Rd behaviors) .  This  means t h a t  n e a r l y  h a l f  
of he r  t o t a l  pausing t i m e  was devoted t o  reviewing which is 
cons iderab ly  more than Jeong K i  had and i n d i c a t i v e  of a  
w r i t e r  i n t e n t  on reviewing t o  c o r r e c t  and/or improve t h e  
f i r s t  d r a f t  content.  Since Winako spen t  s o  much time 
pausing, it is not  su rp r i s i ng  t h a t  she  wrote on ly  780 words. 
Y e t  h e r  f i n a l  p r o d u c t  does  n o t  matchwhat  o n e m i g h t  e x p e c t  
from s o  much cons idera t ion  and r e f l e c t i o n .  
One of Winako's reading behaviors  a l s o  shows her 
concern f o r  p lann ing  and reviewing. She spen t  2.55 minutes 
reading (Ra) which is s i g n i f i c a n t  s i n c e  t h i s  is a behavior  
t h a t  u s u a l l y  occurs  i n  s h o r t  s p u r t s ~ o f t e n  j u s t  t h e  reading 
of a  few words o r  a  p rev ious  sentence o r  two. Of t h i s  
behavior ,  1.10 minutes, occurred during t h e  f i r s t  d r a f t ,  
which represen t s  a  good d e a l  of reviewing t o  c r y s t a l l i z e  o r  
e v a l u a t e  ideas. I n  t h a t  Winako a l s o  had 1.45 minutes of 
second d r a f t  reading, it is apparent t h a t  s h o r t  segment 
reading was used a s  a  r ev i s ion  s t r a t e g y  t o  a i d  her reviewing 
process. Thus, she  demonstrated a  more advanced l e v e l  of 
r ev i s ion  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  than Jeong K i  did. 
Winakols a c t u a l  r e v i s i o n s  (Table 3B) provide  evidence 
t h a t  t h e  cons iderab le  amount of time she  spent  on reviewing 
does not  seem t o  have s u b s t a n t i a l l y  changed her  essay. Only 
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n i n e  of  e i g h t y- t h r e e  r e v i s i o n s  (11%) were t ex t- based ,  and 
t h e s e  were a t  t h e  micro l e v e l .  S i n c e  Winako o n l y  wrote  780 
words, h e r  a v e r a g e  number of r e v i s i o n s  pe r  1000 words is 
Table  3B 
Winakols T o t a l  Revis ions  
83 (106/1000) 
S u r f a c e  Text-based 
74 (89%) 9 (11%) 
Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro 
26 (31%) 48 (58%) 9 (11%) 0 
S t a g e  
A 7 
106--a s u b s t a n t i a l  r e v i s i n g  e f f o r t .  Y e t ,  t h e  m a j o r i t y  of 
h e r  changes (89%) were meaning- preserving o r  grammar 
r e l a t e d .  Winako was even more grammar consc ious  than  Jeong 
K i  s i n c e  o v e r  30% of her  r e v i s i o n s  were f o r  grammar incon- 
s i s t e n c i e s  compared w i t h  Jeong K i l s  24%. Winako's use  of 
t h e  review p rocess  t o  make r e v i s i o n s  is more e v e n l y  d i s t r i -  
buted  than  Jeong K i s s ,  She was a b l e  t o  make changes both  
in- process  as wel l  as between d r a f t s .  Forty- seven p e r  c e n t  
of h e r  changes occur red  between d r a f t s ,  b u t  s h e  a l s o  made 
59 
20% and 33% of h e r  changes  w h i l e  w r i t i n g  d r a f t  one and two 
-- 
respec t ive ly .  
For Jeong K i ,  most of her  Stage A r e v i s i o n s  were used 
p r i m a r i l y  t o  a i d  her  planning and t r ansc r ib ing  processes.  
During t h i s  s t a g e  she made t e n  changes (20%), and a l l  but  
one of t he se  were l e x i c a l  o r  phrasa l .  Not s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  
r e v i s i o n s  occurr ing when t h e  review process is the  major 
o b j e c t i v e  (80% during Stages B and C )  g r e a t l y  outnumber 
those  of Stage A. Y e t  Winako d id  not  a c t u a l l y  broaden t h e  
q u a l i t a t i v e  scope of her rev i s ions .  The n ine  text- based 
r e v i s i o n s  cons i s ted  of changes i n  a  rewr i t t en  ve rs ion  of her  
conclus ion and d id  not  change t h e  g i s t  of t h e  t ex t .  Thus, 
Winako had a  l a r g e  number of r e v i s i o n s  when she focussed on 
r ev i s ing ,  bu t  she  s t i l l  r e s t r i c t e d  most of her  changes t o  
su r f ace  r e l a t e d  concerns with a  high percentage of t he se  
cons idera t ions  r e l a t e d  t o  form. 
For Winako, r ev i s ing  was a  major a c t i v i t y ,  one t h a t  she  
used throughout t h e  wr i t ing  process. I t  may be t h e  case  
t h a t  she p laced  t oo  much emphasis on rev i s ing ,  and t h a t  t h i s  
slowed down her  a b i l i t y  t o  manage o ther  processes. Such an 
overconcern f o r  pe r f ec t i on  probably exp l a in s  why she wrote 
s o  few words. Y e t ,  s i n c e  she devoted s o  much t i m e  t o  
rev i s ing ,  one might expect t h a t  t h e r e  would be major d i f f e r -  
ences between her  f i r s t  and second d ra f t s .  This  was no t  t h e  
case,  however, a s  her  changes were numerous but  no t  q u a l i t a-  
t i v e l y  s i gn i f i c an t .  Thus, t h e  amount of time spent  on 
r e v i s i n g  had no c o r r e l a t i o n  w i t h  q u a l i t a t i v e  improvement. 
Winako's r e v i s i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  p r o b a b l y  a r e  a  r e s u l t  of  
h e r  p r e v i o u s  E n g l i s h  i n s t r u c t i o n .  Her concern  f o r  grammar 
and s u r f a c e- p r e s e r v i n g  improvements a t  t h e  expense of t e x t -  
based changes  a r e  pe rhaps  i n d i c a t i o n s  of s y n t a c t i c  and f o r-  
mat p r e o c c u p a t i o n s  i n s t i l l e d  i n  h e r  from e a r l i e r  i n s t r u c-  
t i o n .  A l t h o u g h w i n a k o m a d e a  l o t  o f  r e v i s i o n s  and  s e e m s t o  
unders tand  t h a t  r e v i s i n g  is a u s e f u l  w r i t i n g  s k i l l ,  s h e  has  
n o t  y e t  broadened h e r  scope  of r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  t o  in-  
c l u d e  rev iewing  t o  promote f u r t h e r  i d e a  development  o r  d i s -  
c o v e r i n g  new ideas .  
I n  a d d i t i o n ,  h e r  overemphasis  on r e v i s i n g  may have  
a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t e d  h e r  a b i l i t y  t o  p l a n  and t r a n s c r i b e  h e r  
o r i g i n a l  i n t e n t i o n s  by s lowing  down h e r  p r o c e s s i n g  c a p a b i l i -  
ties. Her rev iewing  p r o c e s s  i n h i b i t e d  o t h e r  composing pro-  
cesses and d i d  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e s u l t  i n  much q u a l i t a t i v e  
improvement of  h e r  second d r a f t .  
Case Study # 3 
The p a r t i c i p a n t  of  t h e  t h i r d  c a s e  s tudy ,  Shao, was from 
Hong Kong. The r a t e d  q u a l i t y  of  h e r  e s s a y  was c o n s i d e r a b l y  
h i g h e r  t h a n  t h a t  of  t h e  p r e v i o u s  two w r i t e r s .  Shao had had 
more e x p e r i e n c e  w i t h  E n g l i s h  t h a n  e i t h e r  Jeong K i  o r  Winako. 
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  hav ing  been i n  t h e  U.S. f o r  o v e r  a  yea r ,  s h e  
had a l s o  t a k e n  r emed ia l  w r i t i n g  c o u r s e s  a t  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  of 
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Hawaii, with her most r ecen t  courses  focussing on wr i t i ng  a s  
-- 
a  process  of developing and improving ideas. 
I t  is no t  s u r p r i s i n g  then t h a t  her  paper was judged 
q u a l i t a t i v e l y  b e t t e r  than t h e  f i r s t  two wri ters ' .  Her f i n a l  
d r a f t  was c l e a r l y  a  thought fu l  and well- organized expression 
of her  ideas. It had a  c l e a r l y  w r i t t e n  in t roduc t ion  and 
conclus ion and a  coheren t ly  developed theme. Shao wrote 
r a t h e r  informal ly ,  r e f e r r i n g  t o  her  own experiences t o  
i l l u s t r a t e  her points .  She a l s o  wrote more words i n  less 
time than t h e  less s k i l l e d  wr i t e r s ,  but  her  essay s t i l l  
contained a  few grammar e r ro rs .  
Shao's Writing Behavior Protocol  from Table 4A shows 
t h a t  her  behav iora l  p a t t e r n s  were f a i r l y  cons i s ten t .  Her 
balanced behaviors  suggest  t h a t  she  was a b l e  t o  a d j u s t  he r  
wr i t ing  p r i o r i t i e s  t o  accommodate t h e  wr i t ing  task. Shao's 
wr i t ing  behavior (W) f o r  d r a f t s  one and two were n e a r l y  
Table 4A 
Shao's Writing Behavior Protocol  









To t a l s  
no t  used i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
i d e n t i c a l ~ 2 4 . 2 0  and 23.20 respec t ive ly .  ' Shao's wr i t ing  
behavior  t o t a l s  (W) are on ly  s l i g h t l y  g r e a t e r  than her  
pausing/reading t o t a l s  (47.40 v s  44.35). This i n d i c a t e s  
t h a t  she  spen t  about equal  time wr i t i ng  as she d i d  planning 
and reviewing her  ideas. 
Short- term reading (Ra) was used cons iderab ly  more on 
t h e  f i r s t  d r a f t  than on t h e  second d r a f t ,  3.20 v s  .35 which 
might suggest  t h a t  she needed t o  employ t h e  subprocess of 
c r y s t a l l i z i n g  r a t h e r  than eva lua t i ng  during d r a f t  one. She 
had a  r a t h e r  high incidence of t h e  reading o ther  m a t e r i a l s  
behavior  (Ro), but  t h i s  simply means t h a t  she  d id  some of 
her contemplat ing with her  eyes on t h e  notes.  Shao d id  not  
bother  t o  reread e i t h e r  her  f i r s t  o r  second d r a f t  (Rw) ,  t h i s  
i n  s p i t e  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  she  f i n i shed  her  second d r a f t  with 
over  e i g h t  minutes remaining of her  two-hour t o t a l .  So it 
is p e r h a p s  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  s h e  used r e a d i n g  a s  a  r ev i ew  s t r a -  
tegy f o r  sentence  l e v e l  concerns but  no t  f o r  l a r g e r  chunks 
of d i scourse  i.e. paragraphs, essay-- relying on reading t o  
a i d  her  c r y s t a l l i z i n g  process. 
Of a d d i t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t  is t h e  t o t a l  amount of t i m e  
spen t  on each d r a f t .  Dra f t  one took 68.50 minutes but  d r a f t  
two on ly  43 minutes, apparen t ly  because Shao needed more 
t i m e  t o  formula te  her  ideas  than she  d id  t o  review them. 
This  is f u r t h e r  subs t an t i a t ed  by t h e  39.09 minutes (PC and 
Ro) devoted t o  f i r s t  d r a f t  contemplating a s  opposed t o  17  
minu te s  (PC and Rd) f o r  t h e  second d r a f t .  Shao s p e n t  more 
t i m e  producing t e x t  t h a n  rev iewing  it a n d w a s  a p p a r e n t l y  x- 
s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  h e r  f i n a l  d r a f t  s i n c e  s h e  
f i n i s h e d  h e r  work w i t h  a d d i t i o n a l  time remaining. 
S e c t i o n  B of T a b l e  4 p r o v i d e s  f u r t h e r  i n d i c a t i o n s  o f  
Shao's somewhat advanced b u t  n o t  y e t  e x t e n s i v e l y  d e v e l o p e d  
a b i l i t y  t o  improve h e r  t e x t .  Shao had a  wide range  of 
r e v i s i o n  types ,  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  s h e  was a b l e  t o  make q u a l i t a -  
t i v e  improvements as w e l l  a s  mechanical  ones. Over 30% of 
Shao's r e v i s i o n s  d e a l t  w i t h  meaning changes  i n c l u d i n g  one 
Tab le  4B 
Shao ' s  T o t a l  Rev i s ions  
92 (81/1000) 
S u r f a c e  
63 (68%) 
Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro 
12 (12%) 5 1  (56%) 28 (31%) 1 (1%) 
S t a g e  
A 5 
21% 0  
* L/P= ~ e x i c a l /  P h r a s a l  
* C/S= C lausa l /  S e n t e n t i a l  
a t  t h e  macro l e v e l ,  b u t  many of t h e s e  changes were l i m i t e d  
i n  s y n t a c t i c  environments .  That  is, of Shao's ninety- two 
changes,  o n l y  s i x t e e n  were a t  t h e  c l a u s e  o r  s e n t e n c e  l e v e l .  
T h i s  a l o n g  w i t h  h e r  s e l e c t i v e  use  of r ead ing  s u g g e s t s  
f u r t h e r  t h a t  s h e  focussed  on l o c a l  conce rns  i n s t e a d  of 
g l o b a l  ones. N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  t h e s e  conce rns  were b o t h  s u r f a c e  
and tex t- based  and c e r t a i n l y  p l a c e  Shao a t  a h i g h e r  p r o f i -  
c i e n c y  l e v e l  t h a n  t h e  f i r s t  two w r i t e r s .  
Grammar does  n o t  appear  t o  have  been an i n h i b i t i n g  
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f a c t o r  f o r  Shao. She made o n l y  t w e l v e  fo rma l  r e v i s i o n s .  
The f a c t  t h a t  h e r  remedia l  w r i t i n g  c l a s s e s  deemphasized 
s y n t a x  i n  f a v o r  of  i d e a  g e n e r a t i o n  and development  may have  
c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  h e r  t o l e r a n c e  f o r  s y n a t a c t i c  inadequac ies .  
A l l  b u t  one of Shao's t ex t- based  changes  occu r red  
d u r i n g  t h e  same s t a g e ~ b e t w e e n  d r a f t s .  She was n o t  a b l e  t o  
make t h e s e  meaning changes  d u r i n g  i n- d r a f t  p e r f o r m a n c e ~ w h e n  
t h e  t r a n s c r i b i n g  p r o c e s s  was t h e  main focus.  I n s t e a d ,  s h e  
a p p a r e n t l y  r e s e r v e d  h e r  meaning changes  f o r  a t i m e  when 
o t h e r  p r o c e s s e s  were l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  h e r  
rev iewing  p roces s .  S i n c e  o n l y  one of t h e s e  twenty- nine 
changes occu r red  when t r a n s c r i b i n g  was t h e  focus ,  such  a 
d i s p a r i t y  c l e a r l y  shows a s e l e c t i v e  s t r a t e g y  f o r  making 
meaning changes. Yet, s h e  has  a l s o  demons t ra ted  t h a t  s h e  
was aware t h a t  such  changes c o u l d  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  improve h e r  
f i r s t  d r a f t .  
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  twenty- nine t ex t- based  changes (32%), 
Shao a l s o  had f i f t y- o n e  (56%) seman t i c  changes  t h a t  i n v o l v e d  
meaning- preserving c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o r  refinement.  Again most 
of t h e s e  were  a t  t h e  l e x i c a l  o r  p h r a s a l  l e v e l  ( 4 3  of 51) 
-- 
with h a l f  of these  occurr ing  a t  Stage B. 
Thus, it seems t o  be t h e  c a s e  t h a t  Shao had d e v e l o p e d  
s t r a t e g i e s  invo lv ing  t h e  use of reading t o  a i d  t h e  improve- 
ments of her t ex t .  These improvements cons i s ted  of a  wide 
range of r ev i s ion  types,  inc luding those  t h a t  improved t h e  
q u a l i t y  of her essay. This  wide range of changes al lowed 
her  t o  r e f i ne ,  e l abo ra t e ,  and change her  meanings. However, 
t h e  review process was no t  u t i l i z e d  e q u a l l y  during each 
s t a g e  of t h e  wr i t ing  process.  Shao r e s t r i c t e d  almost  a l l  
meaning changes and over  h a l f  of her meaning-preserving 
changes  t o  S t a g e  B: a  p o i n t  when she  c o u l d  g i v e  r e v i s i o n  h e r  
g r e a t e s t  a t t en t i on .  A t  o the r  times, though, when o ther  
p r o c e s s e s ~ p l a n n i n g ,  genera t ing ,  goa l  s e t t i n g ,  and t rans -  
c r i b i n g ~ w e r e  of g r e a t e r  importance, she  r e s t r i c t e d  her  
r e v i s i o n s  t o  su r f ace  concerns. 
I n  summary, Shao demonstrated r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  t h a t  
were soph i s t i c a t ed  but  no t  y e t  extensive.  She had a  sub- 
s t a n t i a l  number of r e v i s i o n s  of a 1  1 types  t h a t  qua1 i t a t i v e l y  
improved her  essay. In  add i t ion ,  composing processes which 
were in f e r r ed  from her wr i t i ng  behaviors  appeared t o  be 
well- balanced, r e f l e c t i n g  a  writer capab le  of adapting her  
processes t o  overcome t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  of t h e  wr i t i ng  task. 
Shad's r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  were lacking on ly  i n  t h a t  she  d id  
not  make many s y n t a c t i c a l l y  complex changes. I t  is p o s s i b l e  
t h a t  she e i t h e r  had not  reached t h i s  l e v e l  of r ev i s ing  
s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  o r  had s imp ly  dec ided  s h e  d i d  n o t  need such 
complex improvements g i v e n  t h e  time l i m i t a t i o n .  
Case Study # 4 
The p a r t i c i p a n t  o f  t h e  f o u r t h  c a s e  s tudy ,  Meili, was an 
expe r i enced  and competent  w r i t e r .  She had a f a i r l y  ex ten-  
s i v e  ES/FL background i n c l u d i n g  t e n  y e a r s  as an E n g l i s h  
t e a c h e r ,  and two y e a r s  as a g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t  i n  t h e  Univer-  
s i t y  o f  Hawaii TESL program. I n  China, s h e  had o c c a s i o n a l l y  
r e c e i v e d  i n s t r u c t i o n  from n a t i v e  E n g l i s h  i n s t r u c t o r s .  I n  
s h o r t ,  h e r  E n g l i s h  background, c o n s i s t i n g  of e x t e n s i v e  
r ead ing  and w r i t i n g ,  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  t h a t  o f  a s k i l l e d  w r i t e r ,  
one who would b e  expec ted  t o  d i s p l a y  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  
t h a t  were  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  and wide- ranging. 
The e s s a y  Meili wro te  was q u a l i t a t i v e l y  s u p e r i o r  t o  
t h a t  o f  any o f  t h e  t h r e e  p r e v i o u s  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  Her 1283 
word e s s a y  add res sed  t h e  i s s u e s  i n  a knowledgeable  and 
s u b s t a n t i v e  manner. The i d e a s  were c l e a r l y  s t a t e d ,  wel l  
d e v e l o p e d  and s u c c i n c t .  Meili's c h o i c e  o f  vocabu la ry  
p r o b a b l y  r e f l e c t e d  h e r  e x t e n s i v e  E n g l i s h  t e a c h i n g  backround 
and c e r t a i n l y  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  academic n a t u r e  of t h e  
essay.  Her c o n s t r u c t i o n s  were complex w i t h  j u s t  a  few v e r y  
minor i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  of  syntax.  Meili's e s s a y  was w e l l -  
w r i t t e n ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of a n  advanced and exper ienced  
w r i t e r  and one t h a t  p rov ided  f u r t h e r  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  r o l e  
of  r e v i s i o n  f o r  L2 w r i t e r s .  
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Meili b e h a v i o r s  d u r i n g  t h e  w r i t i n g  of h e r  e s s a y  i l l u s -  
t r a t e  h e r  c o n t r o l  o v e r  t h e  w r i t i n g  s i t u a t i o n  ( s e e  T a b l e  5A). 
Her w r i t i n g  b e h a v i o r s  (W) f o r  d r a f t s  one and two were prac-  
t i c a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  (30.45 v s  29.00). I n  a d d i t i o n  s h e  s p e n t  
roughly t h e  same amount of  time paus ing  on bo th  of h e r  
Table  5A 
Meilils Wri t ing  Behavior P r o t o c o l  
1st D r a f t  2nd D r a f t  T o t a l s  
w 




R a  
Rw 
E 
T o t a l s  
* n o t  used i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
d r a f t s  (29.20 v s  22.10). These f a i r l y  ba l anced  b e h a v i o r s  
p robab ly  r e s u l t e d  from Meilels r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  g i v e n  t h e  
impos i t i on  of a t i m e  l i m i t a t i o n ,  s h e  needed t o  s t r i k e  a 
b a l a n c e  between h e r  p l a n n i n g / t r a n s c r i b i n g  and h e r  rev iewing  
p roces ses ,  a b a l a n c e  t h a t  would a l l o w  f o r  i d e a  p roduc t ion  a s  
w e l l  a s  i d e a  r e fo rmula t ion .  Thus, s h e  accorded s u f f i c i e n t  
t i m e  t o  bo th  w i t h  enough time devo ted  t o  t h e  rev iew p r o c e s s  
t o  a l l o w  it t o  b e  a m a j o r  c o n t r i b u t e r  t o  t h e  f i n a l  p r o d u c t .  
F o r  M e i l e ,  r e a d i n g  was u s e d m o r e  s o w i t h  f i r s t  d r a f t  
p roduc t ion  than  f o r  second d r a f t  reviewing.  She g a v e  a 
t o t a l  of  1.25 minutes  t o  i n- d r a f t  r e a d i n g ,  ( R a ) .  These were 
s h o r t  segments w i t h  most of  them occu r r ing  d u r i n g  S t a g e  A 
(1.05) Meile a l s o  d e v o t e d  8.05 minutes  t o  f i r s t  d r a f t  
paus ing / read ing  (Ro). These were t i m e s  when s h e  was contem- 
p l a t i n g  h e r  choices .  Even though read ing  was used f o r  
rev iewing ,  s h e  d i d  n o t  r e r ead  l a r g e  p a s s a g e s  o r  t h e  e n t i r e  
d r a f t .  S i n c e  s h e  b a r e l y  f i n i s h e d  h e r  e s s a y  i n  t ime,  it is 
p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e  time l i m i t a t i o n  p r e v e n t e d  such l a r g e- s c a l e  
r e r ead ing .  
I n  t h e  f i n d i n g s  of one of t h e  i nexpe r i enced  w r i t e r s ,  
Winako, it was n o t e d  t h a t  s h e  d e v o t e d  a g r e a t  d e a l  o f  t i m e  
t o  reviewing.  Yet h e r  r e v i s i o n s  were n o t  wide- ranging nor  
were t hey  i n f l u e n t i a l  i n  improving h e r  o r i g i n a l  ideas .  I n  
t h e  c a s e  o f  Mei l i ,  h o w e v e r , n o t o n l y d i d  s h e c o m m i t  c l o s e  t o  
h a l f  of  h e r  paus ing  t i m e  t o  reviewing,  b u t  s h e  a l s o  u t i l i z e d  
t h e  review p r o c e s s  t o  make s u b s t a n t i a l  improvements. I n  
p a r t i c u l a r ,  s h e  made q u a n t i t a t i v e l y  more and q u a l i t a t i v e l y  
b e t t e r  changes  t h a n  any of t h e  o t h e r  w r i t e r s .  A look  a t  
T a b l e  5B shows t h a t  Mei le ,  l i k e  Winako, was a m a s s i v e  
r e v i s e r ,  making a t o t a l  of  141  changes  (109 p e r  1000 words). 
Of t h i s  t o t a l ,  a whopping 39% o f  them were meaning changes 
compared w i t h  56% meaning- preserving changes. So ' ~ e i l i  
c o n c e n t r a t e d  h e r  improvements bo th  on a t t a i n i n g  c o r r e c t  
t r a n s c r i p t i o n s  of h e r  o r i g i n a l  i d e a s  as w e l l  a s  man ipu la t ing  
t h e s e  i d e a s  t o  make them cor respond  t o  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  t h a t  
changed t h e  meanings o f  h e r  o r i g i n a l  ideas .  Fur thermore,  
-- 
s h e  d i d  n o t  have  many fo rma l  changes  (8). The b u l k  of h e r  
r e v i s i o n s  d e a l t w i t h  semant ic  concerns  a s  s h e  was c l e a r l y  
f o c u s s i n g  on g e t t i n g  h e r  meanings down r i g h t .  
Tab le  5B 
Meili's T o t a l  Rev i s ions  
141  (109/1000) 
S u r f a c e  
86 (61%) 
Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro 
8  (5%)  78  (56%)  47 (43%) 8  ( 5 % )  
S t a g e  
A 3 
23% 0 
Of t h e s e  s eman t i c  r e v i s i o n s ,  56% were meaning- 
p r e s e r v i n g  w i t h  o v e r  h a l f  of  t h e s e  occu r r ing  d u r i n g  S t a g e  B. 
Of a d d i t i o n a l  n o t e  is t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a t  S t a g e  B, Mei l i  
r e v i s e d  about  e q u a l l y  a t  t h e  l e x i c a l / p h r a s a l  l e v e l  a s  s h e  
d i d  a t  t h e  c l a u s a l / s e n t e n t i a l  l e v e l .  Y e t ,  d u r i n g  S t a g e s  A 
and C s h e  had no r e v i s i o n s  of t h i s  s y n t a c t i c  complexi ty .  
T h i s  was a l s o  t h e  case w i t h  Meile's t ex t- based  changes where 
s h e  a g a i n  r e s e r v e d  c l a u s a l / s e n t e n t i a l  r e v i s i o n s  f o r  t h e  
between d r a f t  changes. I t  may b e  t h a t  s i n c e  c l a u s e  and 
s e n t e n c e  s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  s y n t a c t i c a l l y  and s e m a n t i c a l l y  
complex and s i n c e  performance changes  must pre-empt o t h e r  
a c t i v i t i e s ,  i.e. t h e  t r a n s c r i b i n g  p roces s ,  M e i l e  a p p a r e n t l y  
used a  s t r a t e g y  where s h e  r e s e r v e d  more complex changes  t o  a  
s t a g e  i n  t h e w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  w h e n s h e c o u l d g i v e  t h e m h e r  
g r e a t e s t  a t t e n t i o n .  
M e i l t ' s  advanced r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  
e v i d e n t  i n  h e r  f i f t y - f i v e  tex t- based  r e v i s i o n s .  She used 
S t a g e  B t o  review and make s u b s t a n t i a l  meaning changes  a t  
t h e  micro  and macro l e v e l  w i t h  h e r  e i g h t  macro l e v e l  changes 
g r e a t l y  a f f e c t i n g  h e r  f i n a l  product .  I n  f a c t ,  s e v e n  of 
t h e s e  e i g h t  changes  were complex s t r u c t u r a l  changes,  which 
is c l e a r l y  e v i d e n c e  of major r e s t r u c t u r i n g .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  
meaning changes  made a t  S t a g e  B, Meili a l s o  had t w e l v e  
l e x i c a l / p h r a s a l  changes  du r ing  S t a g e s  A and C. T h i s  sug- 
g e s t s  t h a t  h e r  r ev i ew p r o c e s s  i n c l u d e d  n o t  o n l y  a t t a i n i n g  
a c c u r a t e  approximat ions  of h e r  o r i g i n a l  i n t e n t i o n s ,  b u t  a l s o  
changing t h e s e  i n t e n t i o n s  a s  s h e  d i s c o v e r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  
ideas .  T h i s  co r r e sponds  w i t h  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  good w r i t e r s  
d i s c o v e r  new meanings a s  a r e s u l t  o f  rev iewing  in t ended  
meanings. Meili, t o  h e r  c r e d i t ,  was c a p a b l e  of i nco rpo ra-  
t i n g  t h e s e  improvements i n t o  t h e  c o n t e x t  of  p r e v i o u s l y  
w r i t t e n  t e x t .  
I n  many ways, M e i l i  d i s p l a y e d  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  t h a t  
were s o p h i s t i c a t e d  and e x t e n s i v e .  She d e v o t e d  h e r  changes  
t o  s eman t i c  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  c o v e r i n g  a l l  f a c e t s  o f  t h e  .- 
w r i t i n g  t a sk .  The l a r g e s t  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  changes were 
meaning- preserving as s h e  t r i e d  t o  approximate  h e r  o r i g i n a l  
ideas .  Yet, s h e  a l s o  made bo th  micro and macro changes  t h a t  
showed h e r  a b i l i t y  t o  make c h a n g e s  beyond t h e  s c o p e  of h e r  
f i r s t  i n t e n t i o n s .  She made changes a t  a l l  t h r e e  s t a g e s ,  b u t  
seems t o  have  r e s t r i c t e d  h e r  complex changes  t o  S t age  B 
where s h e  c o u l d  f o c u s  e x c l u s i v e l y  on such  changes. F i n a l l y ,  
h e r  r ead ing  and paus ing  b e h a v i o r s  cor respond  t o  h e r  concern 
f o r  making q u a l i t a t i v e  changes i n  t h a t  t h e s e  b e h a v i o r s  
r e f l e c t e d  t h e  u t i l i t y  of us ing  t h e  rev iew p r o c e s s  t o  g r e a t l y  
improve t h e  conten t .  
For Meili, r e v i s i o n  was a  c r u c i a l  p a r t  of  her  w r i t i n g  
process .  She d i s p l a y e d  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  t h a t  were v e r y  
s o p h i s t i c a t e d .  R e v i s i o n s  occu r red  th roughout  t h e  w r i t i n g  
p r o c e s s  and d e a l t  w i t h  numerous conce rns  a t  d i f f e r e n t  
l e v e l s .  C l e a r l y , M e i l i  was c a p a b l e  of employing t h e  review 
p r o c e s s  w i t h o u t  l e t t i n g  it i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  o t h e r  p rocesses .  
Case Study # 5 
The f i f t h  and f i n a l  w r i t e r  was a L i n g u i s t i c s  p r o f e s s o r  
w i t h  o v e r  twenty y e a r s  of u n i v e r s i t y - l e v e l  t e a c h i n g  
exper ience.  Andrea, who immigrated from Hungary a t  twenty- 
f i v e ,  h a s  succeeded i n  a c h i e v i n g  a  h igh  d e g r e e  of E n g l i s h  
w r i t i n g  p r o f i c i e n c y .  I n  f a c t ,  h e r  e s s a y  was v i r t u a l l y  
n a t i v e- l i k e .  I n  Hungary, Andrea s t u d i e d  E n g l i s h  as a  c h i l d ,  
p r i m a r i l y  r ead ing  E n g l i s h  books. She has  c o n t i n u e d  t o  read 
a  l o t  and c r e d i t s  t h i s  f o r  h e l p i n g  h e r  improve h e r  Eng l i sh .  
The one t h i n g  s h e  remembers most about  h e r  w r i t i n g  i n s t r u c-  
t i o n  is be ing  t o l d  a lways  t o  r e r e a d  what s h e  w r i t e s .  She 
a l s o  s a i d  t h a t  p r e v i o u s  Latin/Greek i n s t r u c t i o n  has  h e l p e d  
h e r  t remendous ly  w i t h  v o c a b u l a r y  e s p e c i a l l y  t h a t  w i t h i n  h e r  
academic f i e l d .  Testament o f  Andrea's p r o f e s s i o n a l  w r i t i n g  
a b i l i t y  is t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s h e  h a s  p u b l i s h e d  books and 
numerous a r t i c l e s  i n  l i n g u i s t i c s  j o u r n a l s .  
Andrea wro te  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  more t h a n  any o t h e r  w r i t e r ,  
o v e r  1800 words i n  her  f i n a l  d r a f t  a lone .  Before  beg inn ing  
t o  write h e r  essay ,  s h e  s p e n t  t ime  o u t l i n i n g  h e r  main 
po in t s .  Her e s s a y  f o l l o w e d  t h i s  p r e w r i t i n g  o u t l i n e  f a i r l y  
c l o s e l y .  Her i d e a s  were c l e a r l y  expressed  and o rgan ized  i n  
a  l o g i c a l  manner. The v o c a b u l a r y  r e p r e s e n t e d  a wide r epe r-  
t o i r e  of  g e n e r a l  and academic terms. There  were no usage  
e r r o r s  and Andrea e f f e c t i v e l y  used a number of w r i t i n g  
c o n v e n t i o n s  i n c l u d i n g  q u o t a t i o n  marks, u n d e r l i n i n g  and 
dashes .  
L i k e  Meili, Andrea's Wr i t i ng  Behav io r s  P r o t o c o l  
p o r t r a y s  a  w r i t e r  c a p a b l e  o f  managing t h e  w r i t i n g  t a sk .  
.-. 
A l o o k  a t  T a b l e  6A r e v e a l s  t h a t  s h e  had a  t o t a l  o f  69.50 
a c t u a l  w r i t i n g  minutes  (W) abou t  e q u a l l y  d i v i d e d  between 
d r a f t s  one and two. Yet, h e r  paus ing  b e h a v i o r s  f o r  bo th  
d r a f t s  t o t a l l e d  o n l y  16.15 minutes.  Of t h i s  t o t a l ,  13.45 
occur red  d u r i n g  t h e  f i r s t  draf t- - such a l i m i t e d  amount of..- 
paus ing  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  Andrea d i d  n o t  need t o  s p e n t  a g r e a t  
Tab le  6A 
Andrea's  Wr i t i ng  Behavior P r o t o c o l  
1st D r a f t  2nd D r a f t  T o t a l s  
* n o t  used i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
d e a l  of  t ime  p l a n n i n g  nor d i d  s h e  do much in- process  
reviewing.  S i n c e  s h e  had p r e v i o u s l y  s p e n t  time o u t l i n i n g  
h e r  e s say ,  s h e  had a l r e a d y  schemat ized h e r  c o n t e n t  s o  t h a t  
b e f o r e  even  beginning t h e  essay ,  s h e  had a p p a r e n t l y  done a  
major p a r t  of  h e r  i d e a  genera t ing .  She l a t e r  conf i rmed t h a t  
s h e  p r e f e r r e d  t o  know where h e r  w r i t i n g  would l e a d  p r i o r  t o  
beginning t o  wr i t e .  
F u r t h e r  e v i d e n c e  of Andrea's p reconce ived  p l a n n i n g  can  
be s een  i n  h e r  v e r y  l i m i t e d  paus ing / read ing  (PC & Rd) 
b e h a v i o r s  d u r i n g  t h e  second d r a f t .  She s p e n t  o n l y  2.30 
minutes  on t h e s e  behaviors .  C l e a r l y ,  s h e  had i n t e r n a l i z e d  
h e r  c o n t e n t  t o  t h e  p o i n t  whe re  s h e  h a r d l y  n e e d e d t o  l o o k  a t  
t h e  f i r s t  d r a f t  t o  r e w r i t e  and improve on t h e  second d r a f t .  
Furthermore,  such  a l i m i t e d  amount of  t i m e  devo ted  t o  
r ev i ewing  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  s h e  was able t o  f o r m u l a t e  and con- 
s t r u c t  h e r  o r i g i n a l  i n t e n t i o n s  c o r r e c t l y  d u r i n g  t h e  t r a n-  
s c r i p t i o n  process .  She d i d  n o t  need t o  u s e  much paus ing  o r  
rev iewing  t ime  t o  check h e r  ideas .  And s i n c e  s h e  wro te  a 
t o t a l  of  1800 words and completed t h e  w r i t i n g  t a s k  w i t h  
t h i r t e e n  minutes  remaining,  t h i s  is c e r t a i n l y  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  
s h e  e a s i l y  and s u c c e s s f u l l y  adap ted  h e r  composing p r o c e s s e s  
t o  conform w i t h  t h e  r equ i r emen t s  of  t h e  w r i t i n g  t a s k .  
Another i n d i c a t i o n  o f  Andrea's advanced w r i t i n g  p r o f i -  
c i e n c y  i s  i n  h e r  r e a d i n g  b e h a v i o r s .  S h e  g a v e  a t o t a l  o f  
2.35 minu te s  t o  s h o r t  segment read ing ,  which is n o t  much 
d i f f e r e n t  from any of t h e  o t h e r  w r i t e r s .  However, Andrea 
used a n o t h e r  read ing  b e h a v i o r  i n  a manner t h a t  a l l o w e d  h e r  
t o  f o c u s  on l a r g e  s e g m e n t s  as  wel l .  S h e  was t h e  o n l y  p a r t i -  
c i p a n t  i n  t h e  s t u d y  t o  spend time, indeed a l o t  of  time 
(13.45), r e r ead ing  l a r g e  p a s s a g e s  of t h e  e s s a y  (Rw). She 
r e r e a d  l a r g e  chunks o f  h e r  f i r s t  d r a f t  f o r  5.30 minutes  and 
h e r  second d r a f t  f o r  8.15 minutes. I t  is c o n c e i v a b l e  t h a t  
s h e  used t h i s  read ing  b e h a v i o r  t o  check h e r  c o n t e n t  appro-  
p r i a t e n e s s  a t  word, s e n t e n c e ,  paragraph,  and e s s a y  l e v e l s  a s  
we l l  as h e r  t r a n s i t i o n s  w i t h i n  and between t h e s e  l e v e l s .  
F i n a l l y ,  t h i s  read ing  b e h a v i o r  seems t o  have  been used t o  
p o l i s h  h e r  essay,  a l l o w i n g  h e r  t o  d o u b l e  check h e r  l i n g u i s -  
t i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  f o r  accuracy.  
S e c t i o n  B o f  T a b l e  6 shows t h a t  Andrea  had a t o t a l  o f  
e i g h t y- e i g h t  r e v i s i o n s  (48/1000). When one c o n s i d e r s  t h e  
-.- 
l e n g t h  o f  h e r  e s s a y  and  t h e  t o t a l  number o f  r e v i s i o n s ,  i t  is 
obv ious  t h a t  Andrea needed t o  r e v i s e  less o f t e n  t h a n  any o f  
Tab le  6B 
Andrea 's  T o t a l  Rev i s ions  
88 (48/1000) 
S u r f a c e  
70 (19%) 
Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro 
16 (19%) 54 (60%) 1 8  (21%)  0  
S t a g e  
A 4 1 8  
2  8% 0  1 
B 8  26 
55% 0  3 
c 4  5  
1 7 %  0  1 
* L/P= L e x i c a l / P h r a s a l  
* C/S= C l a u s a l / S e n t e n t i a l  
t h e  o t h e r  writers. Indeed, s h e  r e v i s e d  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  l e s s  
t h a n  t h e  o t h e r  competent  w r i t e r  (48 words pe r  1000 a s  
compared t o  1 4 1  words p e r  1000). 
Most of  h e r  r e v i s i o n s  were s e m a n t i c- r e l a t e d  (70 of 88) 
and t h e  m a j o r i t y  sought  t o  c l a r i f y  r a t h e r  t han  change t h e  
meanings (54). Yet, o n l y  n i n e  of h e r  meaning- preserving 
changes d e a l t  w i t h  c l a u s e  o r  s e n t e n c e  environments.  So it 
is appa ren t  t h a t  Andrea concerned h e r s e l f  mos t ly  w i t h  u s ing  
r e v i s i o n s  t o  c o r r e c t  through c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o r  re f inement  b u t  
a t  a  l e x i c a l  o r  p h r a s a l  l e v e l .  Al though n i n e t e e n  p e r  c e n t  
of Andrea's r e v i s i o n s  were fo rma l  changes ,  t h e s e  were seldom 
r e l a t e d  t o  grammar. Rather ,  t h e y  d e a l t  w i t h  t h e  u s e  of 
w r i t i n g  conven t ions ,  p r i m a r i l y  p u n c t u a t i o n  changes  such  a s  
q u o t a t i o n  marks, dashes ,  u n d e r l i n i n g ,  e t c .  
She had e i g h t e e n  r e v i s i o n s  (21%) t h a t  changed h e r  
m e a n i n g s  w i t h  e l e v e n  o f  t h e s e  o c c u r r i n g  a t  S t a g e  B, most  o f  
which were e i t h e r  l e x i c a l  o r  p h r a s a l .  Yet, s h e  had no 
mac ro- leve l  changes  a t  a l l .  T h i s  is perhaps  because  s h e  d i d  
n o t  f e e l  t h e  need t o  go beyond h e r  o u t l i n e  ideas .  L ike  t h e  
o t h e r  w r i t e r s ,  Andrea made a l a r g e  s h a r e  of h e r  s eman t i c  
changes a t  S t age  B. T h i s  a g a i n  does  n o t  seem s u r p r i s i n g  i n  - 
t h a t  t h i s  is t h e  p o i n t  where t h e  r ev i ew p r o c e s s  t a k e s  prece-  
dence.  
Thus, Andrea's r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  were more h o l i s t i c  
t han  t h o s e  o f  any of t h e  o t h e r  writers. The o r g a n i z a t i o n  of 
h e r  r ead ing  a c t i v i t i e s  from t h e  e s s a y  l e v e l  down t o  t h e  word 
l e v e l  was an e s p e c i a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  way t o  rev iew and improve 
h e r  essay.  She a p p a r e n t l y  d i d  n o t  need t o  make many q u a l i t a -  
t i v e  changes  as h e r  p l a n n i n g  and t r a n s c r i b i n g  p r o c e s s e s s  had 
s u c c e s s f u l l y  t rans formed h e r  i d e a t i o n a l  i n t e n t i o n s  i n t o  
a c c u r a t e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s .  I n  f a c t ,  t h e  w r i t i n g  ass ignment  
p robab ly  d i d  n o t  g r e a t l y  c h a l l e n g e  h e r  w r i t i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  
She was a b l e  t o  accomplish  t h e  w r i t i n g  t a s k  i n  an  e f f i c i e n t  
and p r o f i c i e n t  manner. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS 
The f i n d i n g s  from t h e  p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r  s u g g e s t  a t  l e a s t  
t h r e e  g e n e r a l  c o n c l u s i o n s  c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  t h e  r e v i s i o n  s t r a -  
t e g i e s  of  my f i v e  w r i t e r s .  
1) S k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  were a b l e  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  w r i t i n g  t a s k  
a r r a n g i n g  t h e i r  p r i o r i t i e s  t o  g i v e  r e v i s i o n  a  complemen- 
t a r y  and p r o d u c t i v e  r o l e  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g  process .  Un- 
s k i l l e d  writers were less c a p a b l e  o f  s t r i k i n g  a  b a l a n c e  
between t h e  review p r o c e s s  and p l a n n i n g / t r a n s c r i b i n g  
p r o c e s s e s ,  and t h i s  r e s u l t e d  i n  an  i n e f f i c i e n t  use  of 
r e v i s i n g .  
2)  U n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  were pre- occupied w i t h  l o w- l e v e l ,  
l o c a l  conce rns  which d i d  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  improve t h e  
q u a l i t y  of  t h e i r  t e x t .  More s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  incorpo-  
r a t e d  a  wider  range of r e v i s i o n  t y p e s  i n t o  t h e i r  e s s a y s  
a f f e c t i n g  bo th  s u r f a c e  c o n t e n t  a s  w e l l  as t h e  i n h e r e n t  
deep  s t r u c t u r e  meanings of t h e  t e x t .  
3 )  Read ing  was used  a s  a  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g y  by a l l  o f  t h e  
w r i t e r s ,  w i t h  r a t h e r  d i v e r s e  and s t r a t e g i c  d i f f e r e n c e s  
b e t w e e n  o n e  o f t h e  u n s k i l l e d w r i t e r s  and  o n e  o f t h e  
s k i l l e d .  
Discussion 
Amajo r  o b j e c t i v e  o f t h i s  s t u d y  is t o  compare t h e  
r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  of my p a r t i c i p a n t s  wi th  those  from 
r e l a t e d  f i nd ings  of previous  L l  research. In  t h i s  way, 
p a r a l l e l s  between t h e  process of wr i t i ng  i n  f i r s t  and second 
languages can be drawn, perhaps even showing t h e  degree of 
uni formi ty  of wr i t ing  development ac ro s s  languages. One 
recur r ing  p a r a l l e l  between L l  and L2 w r i t e r s  might be t h e  
t y p i c a l  o r  s i m i l a r  ways i n  which wr i t i ng  a b i l i t i e s  of both 
L l  and L2 c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  progress  through developmental 
s tages .  A major i s s u e  i n  wr i t i ng  research  is whether o r  not  
l e a rn ing  t o  write i n  a  second language e n t a i l s  a  maturing 
process  t h a t  is s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  of acquir ing  comparable 
p ro f i c i ency  i n  a  f i r s t  language o r  whether wr i t ing  s k i l l s  
a l r e a d y  developed i n  t h e  f i r s t  language can simply be t r ans-  
f e r r e d  from one language t o  another. 
My f i nd ings  provide  evidence t h a t  t h e  r ev i s ing  capab i l-  
i t ies of ES/FL w r i t e r s  correspond roughly t o  developmental 
s tages .  P rof ic iency  i n  r ev i s ing  appears t o  r e f l e c t  a  
w r i t e r ' s  progress  i n  t he  second language. Furthermore, 
f i nd ings  corresponding t o  developmental s t a g e s  compare 
f avo rab ly  with s i m i l a r  f i nd ings  from L l  work. 
The f i v e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  my study used r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e -  
g i e s  t h a t  seemed t o  correspond with t h e  ra ted  q u a l i t y  of 
t h e i r  essays  and r e f l e c t e d  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  use r e v i s i o n  t o  
improve t h e i r  work. The d i f f e r e n t  d e g r e e s . o f  importance ,- 
each w r i t e r  a t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  r o l e  of  r e v i s i n g ,  and t h e  e f f e c t  
r e v i s i o n s  had on improving t h e i r  work were p a r t i c u l a r i l y  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  d i f f e r e n t  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  There  were some 
g e n e r a l  s i m i l a r i t i e s ,  which c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a l l o f  t h e  w r i t e r s  
and which were most l i k e l y  a f f e c t e d  by p r o c e s s i n g  l i m i t a -  
t i o n s .  When it was neces sa ry  t o  f o c u s  on t h e  p r o c e s s e s  of 
p l a n n i n g  and t r a n s c r i b i n g ,  f o r  example, a l l  of  t h e  w r i t e r s  
t ended  t o  demote t h e  review p r o c e s s  t o  a  secondary r o l e .  
T h i s  was p a r t i c u l a r i l y  t h e  c a s e  a t  S t a g e  A when i d e a  genera-  
- 
t i o n  is most p r e v a l e n t .  T h i s  is pe rhaps  because  it is a t  
S t a g e  A t h a t  w r i t i n g  p r i o r i t i e s  t y p i c a l l y  r e q u i r e  more 
i n i t i a l  i d e a  g e n e r a t i o n  than  i d e a  e v a l u a t i o n  o r  review. A l l  
of  my w r i t e r s  had s u b s t a n t i a l l y  fewer r e v i s i o n s  du r ing  
S t a g e  A t h a n  S t a g e  B w i t h  most of  t h e s e  changes r e s t r i c t e d  
i n  s y n t a c t i c  complexi ty .  Conve r se ly ,  d u r i n g  S t a g e  B when 
r e v i s i n g  assumes a  g r e a t e r  r o l e ,  a l l  f i v e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
responded w i t h  t h e  g r e a t e s t  number of r e v i s i o n s ,  i n c l u d i n g  
t h o s e  changes  w i t h  complex s y n t a c t i c  c o n s t r u c t i o n s .  Such a  
s i m i l a r i t y  among t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  does  n o t  seem s u r p r i s i n g  
i n  t h a t  it is a t  S t age  B t h a t  w r i t i n g  p r i o r i t i e s  g e n e r a l l y  
s h i f t  from producing t o  improving t h e  t e x t .  
There  is, however, a major d i f f e r e n c e  between my L2 
writers and B r i d w e l l ' s  L l  w r i t e r s .  I n  h e r  s tudy ,  t h e  
g r e a t e s t  number of changes a t  a l l  l e v e l s  occur red  d u r i n g  t h e  
two in- proces s  s t a g e s  w i th  t h e  g r e a t e s t  number a t  S t a g e  C. 
These a r e  t h e  s t a g e s  when a writer must d e v o t e  p r o c e s s i n g  
time t o  t h e  t r a n s c r i b i n g  process .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  S t a g e  A a l s o  
r e q u i r e s  a d d i t i o n a l  p l a n n i n g  time. My w r i t e r s  d i f f e r e d  i n  
t h a t  t h e y  had t h e  g r e a t e s t  number of changes  a t  S t a g e  B-- 
between d r a f t s .  And, w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  of Winako, t h e y  a l l  
r e v i s e d  t h e  l e a s t  a t  S t age  C. T h i s  f i n d i n g  seems t o  s u g g e s t  
t h a t  when o t h e r  p r o c e s s e s  a r e  making major  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  
t e x t  p roduc t ion ,  t h e  review p r o c e s s  is r e l e g a t e d  t o  a  lower  
p r i o r i t y .  A p o s s i b l e  e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  may b e  r e l a t e d  t o  
i n t e r l a n g u a g e  c o n s t r a i n t s .  That  is, depending on t h e  deg ree  
t o  which a  w r i t e r  needs  t o  t r a n s l a t e  from L I  t o  L2, it may 
be n e c e s s a r y  t o  spend a d d i t i o n a l  p r o c e s s i n g  t ime  on t h e  
t r a n s c r i b i n g  p r o c e s s  i n  o r d e r  t o  r e a l i z e  t h e  c o r r e c t  L2 
language  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s .  To keep from being overwhelmed 
d u r i n g  S t a g e s  A and C, my L2 w r i t e r s  may have  s t r e s s e d  t h e  
t r a n s c r i b i n g  p r o c e s s  a t  t h e  expense o f  t h e  rev iewing  
p r o c e s s .  
I t  is a l s o  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s  a f f e c t e d  
t h e  r e v i s i o n  f i n d i n g s  o f  bo th  B r i d w e l l ' s  and my s tudy .  I t  
is l i k e l y  t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  s t u d i e s  d i d  n o t  have  s i m i l a r  t ime  
l i m i t a t i o n s ,  r e v i s i n g  performance d i f f e r e d  r e s u l t i n g  i n  less 
t h a n  a c c u r a t e  comparisons. The f i n d i n g s  of a n o t h e r  LI 
s tudy ,  more s i m i l a r  i n  d e s i g n  t o  mine, seem t o  c o r r o b o r a t e  
my r e s u l t s .  I n  t h i s  s t u d y  by F a i g l e y  and W i t t e  (19811, it 
was found t h a t  w r i t e r s ,  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e i r  w r i t i n g  p r o f i -  
c i ency ,  r e v i s e d  most o f t e n  between d r a f t s ~ j u s t  l i k e  my '- 
w r i t e r s .  So, a t  l e a s t  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  F a i g l e y  and Wi t t e ' s  
s t udy ,  it is a p p a r e n t  t h a t  w r i t e r s  may indeed need t o  
r e s t r i c t  t h e  r o l e  of r e v i s i n g  when t h e  p l a n n i n g  and t r a n-  
s c r i b i n g  p r o c e s s e s  a r e  t h e  focus.  My p roduc t  a n a l y s i s  and a  
number of o t h e r  s t u d y  a s p e c t s  were s i m i l a r  t o  t h e i r s ,  e.g. 
w r i t e r s  a t  d i f f e r e n t  deve lopmen ta l  l e v e l s ,  and as such,  any 
comparisons between t h e i r  s t u d y  and mine would p robab ly  have  
g r e a t e r  v a l i d i t y  t h a n  is t h e  c a s e  w i t h  Br idwe l l ' s .  
A second f i n d i n g  showed t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which my p a r t i c i -  
p a n t s  r e v i s e d  d u r i n g  t h e  a c t u a l  w r i t i n g  o f  t h e  d r a f t s .  
There  a r e  c l e a r l y  d i f f e r e n c e s  between deve lopmen ta l  l e v e l s  
a s  w e l l  a s  w i t h i n  each l e v e l .  F ind ings  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  it was 
t h e  more s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  who were a b l e  t o  make changes 
w i t h o u t  g r e a t l y  a f f e c t i n g  t h e i r  p r o c e s s i n g  p r i o r i t i e s .  The 
u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  e i t h e r  ignored  t h i s  o p t i o n  (Jeong K i )  o r  
overemphasized it (Winako). I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  t h e  u n s k i l l e d  
w r i t e r s  were u n a b l e  t o  s t r i k e  a b a l a n c e  between t h e i r  
p l a n n i n g / t r a n s c r i b i n g  and rev iewing  processes .  
Both u n s k i l l e d  writers l i m i t e d  t h e i r  r e v i s i o n  s e a r c h  
p r i m a r i l y  t o  t h o s e  changes t h a t  improved b u t  p r e s e r v e d  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  meanings. They seemed u n a b l e  t o  f o c u s  t h e i r  a t t e n-  
t i o n  on d e v e l o p i n g  t h e  c o n t e n t  f u r t h e r ,  a t t e n d i n g  i n s t e a d  t o  
e i t h e r  s y n t a c t i c  i nadequac ie s  o r  semant ic  c l a r i f i c a t i o n s .  
There  were, however, d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e s e  two w r i t e r s .  
Although bo th  wri ters  l i m i t e d  t h e i r  r e v i s i o n s  t o  s u r f a c e  
concerns,  Jeong K i  was not  n e a r l y  a s  overwhelmed by t h e  need 
t o  make r e v i s i o n s  a s  Winako was. Indeed, Winako overempha- 
s i z e d  t h e  r o l e  o f  r e v i s i o n  t o  a  p o i n t  where it b roke  down 
t h e  n a t u r a l  flow of her wri t ing.  She was c o n s t a n t l y  going 
back t o  s c r u t i n i z e  her t e x t  and t h i s  c e r t a i n l y  a f f ec t ed  her 
p lanning and t ransc r ib ing .  For Winako, wr i t i ng  meant 
pe r f ec t i on ,  s o  she  made r e v i s i n g  a  high p r i o r i t y  i n  her  
wr i t i ng  process. B u t  s i n c e  her  r e v i s i o n s  were somewhat 
l i m i t e d  i n  scope, t h e  amount of time devoted t o  r ev i s ing  d id  
no t  r e s u l t  i n  s u b s t a n t i a l  improvement i n  t h e  f i n a l  d r a f t .  
In  f a c t ,  he r  overemphasis on r e v i s i n g  probably de t r ac t ed  
from r a t h e r  than a ided her e f f o r t s  t o  improve her  work. 
The r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  of Winako, i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  seem 
t o  resemble t h e  unsuccessful  r ev i s ing  e f f o r t s  of P e r l ' s  
u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  (1979). In  her  s tudy of L l  s t uden t  
w r i t e r s ,  she  observed how a  preponderance of r e v i s i o n  
searches ,  p r i m a r i l y  mechanical concerns,  "broke down t h e  
rhythms genera ted  by th inking and writing." In  t h i s  regard, 
Winako was a l s o  extremely preoccupied with de t ec t i ng  inade- 
quac ies  and t h i s  over r id ing  concern most l i k e l y  a f f e c t e d  her  
planning process. Since she found it necessary t o  review 
her work f o r  accuaracy, t h i s  a c t i v i t y  prevented her  from 
developing her o r i g i n a l  i n t en t i ons  fu r the r .  Pe r1  a l s o  
concluded t h a t  f o r  her  u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s ,  e d i t i n g  (her  term 
f o r  r ev i s ing )  meant "error-hunting." S i m i l a r l y ,  both of my 
u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  devo ted  25% o r  more o f  t h e i r  r e v i s i o n s  t o  
fo rma l  concerns.  T h i s  f o c u s  on grammar was l e s s  p r e v a l e n t  
w i t h  my b e t t e r  w r i t e r s ,  which seems t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  
d e g r e e  of emphasis  p l a c e d  on f i n d i n g  grammatical  inadequa-  
c i e s  co r r e sponds  w i t h  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s .  My s e m i- s k i l l e d  
w r i t e r  had 12% of h e r  changes r e l a t e d  t o  grammar, and one of 
t h e  s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s ,  Maili, had o n l y  5%. And, even though 
Andrea had 19% fo rma l  r e v i s i o n s ,  a l m o s t  a l l  o f  them were 
s t y l i s t i c  changes,  e.g. adding o r  d e l e t i n g  commas, q u o t a t i o n  
marks, dashes ,  etc. A s  t h i s  sugges t s ,  t h e  poore r  w r i t e r s  
needed t o  s t r e s s  grammatical  conce rns  t o  a  much g r e a t e r  
e x t e n t  t h a n  t h e  b e t t e r  w r i t e r s  d id .  
F a i g l e y  and W i t t e  a l s o  r e p o r t  t h a t  i n  t h e i r  s t u d y  t h e  
d e g r e e  of a t t e n t i o n  devo ted  t o  grammar r e l a t e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  
w r i t i n g  l e v e l  p ro f i c i ency .  T h i s  is, of cou r se ,  n o t  s u r p r i -  
s i n g  a s  it is o b v i o u s l y  a  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  d e g r e e  o f  
s y n t a c t i c  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n .  T h i s  LI f i n d i n g  does,  though, 
cor respond  w i t h  my f ind ing ,  i n  t h a t  my l e s s  s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  
p l a c e d  a  r a t h e r  h i g h  l e v e l  of  emphasis  on a t t a i n i n g  gramma- 
t i c a l  p e r f e c t i o n .  And s i n c e  t h e  less s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  had 
few meaning changes,  it is c o n c e i v a b l e  t h a t  such undue 
emphasis  on grammar d e t r a c t s  from a  w r i t e r ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  
improve o t h e r  shor tcomings i n  t h e  t e x t .  
Indeed, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e v i s i o n s  of b e t t e r  w r i t e r s  
i n c l u d e d  a l l  t y p e s  of changes w h i l e  t h e  l e a s t  s k i l l e d  
w r i t e r s  d i d n o t  a p p e a r  t o b e a b l e  t o  f o c u s  a s  i n t e n s i v e l y  on  
a l l  o f  t h e s e  concerns ,  may s u g g e s t  t h a t  c o n c e n t r a t i n g  on 
grammar c u r t a i l s  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  t o  r e v i s e  
t h e i r  meanings q u a l i t a t i v e l y .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, it might 
a l s o  r e s u l t  from an  unawareness t h a t  t h e r e  is a  whole  range 
of r e v i s i o n  types .  A d d i t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  is, of cou r se ,  
n e c e s s a r y  t o  p r o v i d e  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e s e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  I t  
would, f o r  example, b e  ex t r eme ly  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  de t e rmine  
whether u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s  d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  LI and L2 r e v i s i o n  
s t r a t e g i e s .  On-going r e s e a r c h  by G a s k i l l  ( for thcoming)  is 
des igned  t o  a d d r e s s  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  a r ea .  
Sonuners (1978) has  no ted  t h a t  h e r  L l  s t u d e n t  w r i t e r s  
t ended  t o  b e  v o c a b u l a r y  consc ious ,  o f t e n  a t t a c h i n g  undue 
importance t o  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  and r e j e c t i o n  of words. She 
found h e r  w r i t e r s  i n c a p a b l e  o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  and c o r r e c t i n g  
problems a t  a  t e x t u a l  l e v e l  because  t h e y  employed a  s t r a t e g y  
of l e x i c a l  s u b s t i t u t i o n  i n s t e a d  of s eman t i c  e l a b o r a t i o n .  
A l l  of  my w r i t e r s  a l s o  had a  h igh  d e g r e e  of l e x i c a l  meaning- 
p r e s e r v i n g  changes  d e v o t i n g  a t  l e a s t  50%-60% of  t h e i r  t o t a l  
changes  t o  t h i s  r e v i s i o n  type. The main d i f f e r e n c e ,  of  
course ,  between t h e  good and poor writers i n  my s t u d y  is 
thatthegoodwriterswereableto e x t e n d  t h e i r  s c o p e  o f  
r e v i s i o n  t y p e s  t o  i n c l u d e  meaning changes. A s  a r e s u l t ,  
t h e i r  changes  i n f l u e n c e d  t h e  q u a l i t y  of  t h e i r  e s s a y s  - more 
than  t h e  changes  of t h e  poor w r i t e r s  d id .  
L e x i c a l  s e l e c t i o n  may a c t u a l l y  b e  o f  g r e a t e r  concern  
f o r  L2 w r i t e r s ,  a g a i n  because  t h i s  is t h e i r  second language" 
and t h e y  have  n o t  y e t  a c h i e v e d  n a t i v e - l i k e  f l uency .  
Reviewing t e x t  i n  o r d e r  t o  e v a l u a t e  l anguage  c h o i c e s  may 
r e q u i r e  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o c e s s i n g  t ime  as ES/FL writers may n o t  
y e t  b e  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  a wide range of semant ic  meanings. 
They may need t o  spend a d d i t i o n a l  t ime  a c t u a l l y  s e a r c h i n g  
f o r  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  c h o i c e s  o r  f o r  t h a t  m a t t e r ,  t r a n s l a t i n g  
from L l  t o  L2. F u t u r e  r e s e a r c h  c o u l d  examine t h e  e x t e n t  t o  
which L2 w r i t e r s  need t o  u s e  t h e  t r a n s l a t i n g  p r o c e s s  when 
w r i t i n g  i n  a second language.  
F a i g l e y  and Witte's s t u d y  a l s o  p r o v i d e s  some r a t h e r  
i n t e r e s t i n g  comparisons of deve lopmen ta l  d i f f e r e n c e s  because  
t h e i r  s t u d y  looked a t  t h e  r e v i s i o n s  of t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  
g roups  of w r i t e r s :  inexper ienced ,  advanced,  and expe r t .  Not 
unexpec ted ly ,  t h e y  obse rved  t h a t  r e v i s i n g  e f f i c i e n c y  c l e a r l y  
cor responded  w i t h  t h e  w r i t i n g  l e v e l  of  t h e i r  w r i t e r s .  I n  
p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e i r  u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r s ,  l i k e  mine, r e v i s e d  
l a r g e l y  a t  a s u r f a c e  l e v e l .  And t h e  b e t t e r  w r i t e r s  i n  bo th  
- 
of our  s t u d i e s  made changes  r e f l e c t i n g  a b e t t e r  b a l a n c e  
between r e v i s i o n  types .  Indeed,  t h e  r e v i s i o n s  of our  
s k i l l e d  writers c o n t r a s t e d  s h a r p l y  w i t h  t h o s e  o f  t h e  
I 
u n s k i l l e d  i n  t h a t  t h e y  were much more s o p h i s t i c a t e d  and I 
e x t e n s i v e .  Both Meili and Andrea were a b l e  t o  make q u a l i t a -  
t i v e  changes th roughout  t h e  p r o g r e s s i o n  of t h e i r  work. The 
I 
review p r o c e s s  seemed t o  be  more i n t e r r e l a t e d  a s  w e l l  as 
in t e rdependen t  w i t h  o t h e r  composing processes .  I n  t h i s  way, 
r e v i s i n g  a ided t h e  con ten t  of t h e  essays,  a s  t h e  review 
process  i n t e r a c t e d  with t h e  t r ansc r ib ing  and planning 
processes  t o  improve t h e  su r f ace  and deep s t r u c t u r e  shor t-  
comings of t h e i r  essays. 
My semi- sk i l l ed  writer showed r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  t h a t  
were c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of both s k i l l e d  and u n s k i l l e d  wr i t e r s .  
On t h e  one hand, she  was much more aware of t h e  u t i l i t y  of 
r e v i s i n g  ideas  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  and a l s o  t o  r e v i s e  i n  t h i s  
manner a t  a l l  s t a g e s  of t h e  p r o c e s s  t h a n  was t h e  c a s e  w i t h  
t h e  less s k i l l e d  wri ters .  On t h e  o the r  hand, her  improve- 
ments were most ly l e x i c a l  o r  phrasa l .  Thus, she  was aware 
of t h e  importance of improving her work beyond her  o r i g i n a l  
t r a n s c r i p t i o n s  both su r f ace  and meaning types ,  but  she had 
no t  y e t  reached a  l e v e l  of r ev i s ing  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  t h a t  
inc luded r ev i s ing  complex s y n t a c t i c  cons t ruct ions .  
Furthermore, t h e r e  a r e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  between t h e  exper t  
wri ters  of Fa ig ley  and Witte's s tudy and t h e  most s k i l l e d  of 
my writers, Andrea. They found t h e i r  exper t  w r i t e r s  
r e v i s i n g  less than advanced w r i t e r s  bu t  doing s o  i n  some 
r a t h e r  d i v e r s e  and i d io sync ra t i c  ways. Andrea rev i sed  con- 
s i d e r a b l y  less than any of t h e  o the r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  my 
study, wi th  t h e  v a s t  major i ty  of he r  changes cons i s t i ng  of 
l e x i c a l  uni ts .  She had fewer text- based changes and more 
surface- preserving changes than e i t h e r  of t h e  o the r  two more 
s k i l l e d  wr i t e r s .  This is perhaps because her e x c e l l e n t  
w r i t i n g  a b i l i t y  coup led  w i t h  a  w r i t i n g  ass ignment ,  which s h e  
was a b l e  t o  c o n c e p t u a l i z e  through t h e  u s e  of an  o u t l i n e ,  
c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  h e r  a b i l i t y  t o  p l a n  and t r a n s c r i b e  h e r  i d e a s  
s u c c e s s f u l l y t h e  f i r s t  time s o t h a t  s h e d i d  n o t  h a v e  t o  g o  
back t o  make s u b s t a n t i a l  improvements. Thus, t h e r e  was 
l i t t l e  need f o r  h e r  t o  d e v e l o p  h e r  c o n t e n t  any f u r t h e r .  
S i n c e  she  had a l r e a d y  brought  h e r  t e x t  i n t e n t i o n s  c l o s e  t o  
an a c c u r a t e  approximat ion of h e r  i d e a s ,  t h e r e  was l i t t l e  
need t o  spend a  g r e a t  d e a l  of  time improving them. I t  is 
h a r d l y  s u r p r i s i n g  t h e n  t h a t  Andrea's r e v i s i o n s  were t o  a  
l a r g e  e x t e n t  s u r f a c e  changes. I n  f a c t ,  most of  her  fo rma l  
changes  d e a l t  w i t h  punc tua t ion .  Furthermore,  Andrea's s t r a -  
t e g y  of read ing  h e r  e n t i r e  e s s a y  a l l o w e d  h e r  t o  p roo f read  
h e r  work, and t h i s  most l i k e l y  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  h e r  concern  
f o r  such t y p i c a l  e d i t i n g  concerns.  I f ,  a s  P e r 1  (1979) 
contends ,  w r i t i n g  s k i l l  co r r e sponds  w i t h  one's  a b i l i t y  t o  
adap t  t o  t h e  Task Environment, Andrea c e r t a i n l y  was a b l e  t o  
do t h i s  s u c c e s s f u l l y  and w i t h  minimal e f f o r t .  
Thus f a r ,  my d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  comparisons between L l  
and L2 r e v i s i n g  development  has  s t r o n g l y  emphasized t h e  
s i m i l a r i t i e s  between them. My f i n d i n g s ,  however, a r e  more 
s u g g e s t i v e  t han  d e f i n i t i v e  s i n c e  t h e  s t u d y  is d e s c r i p t i v e  i n  
nature .  I have  sugges t ed  t h a t  t h e r e  are r a t h e r  g e n e r a l  
s i m i l a r i t i e s  between t h e  development  of  r e v i s i n g  c a p a b i l i -  
t i e s  o f  t h e  w r i t e r s  i n  my s t u d y  a n d  t h a t  f rom r e l a t e d  L l  
s t u d i e s .  However, my s t u d y  does  n o t  examine t h e  development  
of L2 w r i t e r s  o v e r  time. A l o n g i t u d i n a l  s t u d y  c o u l d  r e s u l t  
i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  and p e r t i n e n t  i m p l i c a t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  s p e c i f i -  
c a l l y  t o  L2 w r i t i n g  development. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  L l  w r i t i n g  
development  a p p e a r s  t o  depend t o  a g r e a t  e x t e n t  on c o g n i t i v e  
development ,  y e t  L2 w r i t e r s  o f t e n  beg in  l e a r n i n g  t o  w r i t e  i n  
a  second l anguage  a f t e r  t h i s  development  has  s t a r t e d .  I f ,  
a s  I am s u g g e s t i n g ,  L2 w r i t e r s  go  th rough  deve lopmen ta l  
s t a g e s ,  a major q u e s t i o n  remains t o  b e  answered a s  t o  how 
much f a s t e r  and more e f f i c i e n t l y  t h e y  a r e  a b l e  t o  p r o g r e s s  
through t h i s  deve lopmen ta l  sequence t h a n  a r e  L l  w r i t e r s .  
The r o l e  o f  read ing  i n  t h e  r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  of my 
s u b j e c t s  a l s o  appeared t o  b e  r e l a t e d  t o  L2 w r i t i n g  deve lop-  
ment, v a r y i n g  from w r i t e r  t o  w r i t e r  and, l i k e  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  
of  r e v i s i o n ,  g e n e r a l l y  i n d i c a t e d  t h e  w r i t e r ' s  l e v e l  of  
w r i t i n g  p r o f i c i e n c y .  Jeong K i  and Andrea c e r t a i n l y  were t h e  
most d i f f e r e n t  i n  t h i s  regard. Jeong K i  d i d  n o t  u s e  r ead ing  
a t  a l l  t o  e v a l u a t e  o r  c r y s t a l l i z e  i d e a s  du r ing  h e r  w r i t i n g  
se s s ion .  Her o n l y  read ing  behav io r  was r e s e r v e d  f o r  f i r s t  
d r a f t  t r a n s f e r  t o  a second d r a f t  (Rd). I n  o t h e r  words, it 
was p r i m a r i l y  a w a y t o h e l p h e r  r e c o p y  h e r  i n i t i a l  work o n t o  
t h e  second d r a f t .  
Un l ike  Jeong K i ,  Andrea used t h i s  same r ead ing  b e h a v i o r  
v e r y  l i t t l e  a s  s h e  was a p p a r e n t l y  q u i t e  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  h e r  
c o n t e n t  and  d i d  n o t  need  t o  s p e n d  s o  much time s i m p l y  
reading t o  r e c a l l  what had been w r i t t e n  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e .  
Andrea employed a n o t h e r  read ing  behav io r  (Rw) t o  check l a r g e  
chunks of h e r  d r a f t .  I n  f a c t ,  s h e  devo ted  o v e r  t h i r t e e n  
minu te s  t o  r e r ead ing  h e r  d r a f t s .  Because of t h i s ,  s h e  was 
a b l e  t o  u s e  r ead ing  as a s t r a t e g y  t o  rev iew and e v a l u a t e  h e r  
work from a  h o l i s t i c  p e r s p e c t i v e ~ o n e  t h a t  used a  macro- 
l e v e l  ove rv i ew t o  check bo th  h e r  s h o r t  segment as w e l l  a s  
l a r g e  chunk con tex t s .  
The o t h e r  u n s k i l l e d  w r i t e r ,  Winako, devo ted  s o  much 
time t o  paus ing  and con templa t ing  h e r  words t h a t  s h e  d i d  n o t  
have  a  g r e a t  d e a l  of  time remaining f o r  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s .  
She read  p r i m a r i l y  s h o r t  segments of  t e x t  and d i d  n o t  b o t h e r  
o r  was u n a b l e  t o  focus  on paragraph  o r  e s s a y  con tex t s .  She 
seems t o  have  had a  t u n n e l  v i s i o n  approach t o  rev iewing  as 
she  became bogged down i n  h e r  micro l e v e l  con tex t s .  
Shao and Meili had somewhat s i m i l a r  read ing  behav io r s .  
S i n c e  most of  t h e i r  s h o r t  segment read ing  was du r ing  t h e  
f i r s t  d r a f t ,  t hey  p r o b a b l y  used read ing  t o  a i d  i n  t h e  
c r y s t a l l i z a t i o n  of f i r s t  d r a f t  ideas .  Shao s p e n t  more 
t ime  on t h i s  read ing  b e h a v i o r  t han  M e i l i  pe rhaps  because  s h e  
was a  l e s s  t h a n  p r o f i c i e n t  w r i t e r  and needed t o  review h e r  
work more o f t e n  because  o f  p roces s ing  l i m i t a t i o n s  which 
M e i l e  was a b l e  t o  overcome. 
These comparisons of read ing  b e h a v i o r s  may be i n d i c a-  
t i o n s  of t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of p r e v i o u s  i n s t r u c t i o n .  Both 
Jeong K i  and Winako had had e x t e n s i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  grammar 
a n d  u s a g e ,  y e t  n e i t h e r  h a d e v e r b e e n t o l d t o  r e r e a d  what  
t h e y  had w r i t t e n .  T h i s  might p a r t i a l l y  e x p l a i n  why t h e y  
bo th  l i m i t e d  t h e  e x t e n t  of  t h e i r  r e v i s i o n  s e a r c h e s ~ t h e y  
s i m p l y  d i d  n o t  c o n s i d e r  us ing  read ing  f o r  o t h e r  t han  low- 
l e v e l  concerns .  
On t h e  o t h e r  hand, Andrea, who had had l i t t l e  grammar 
i n s t r u c t i o n ,  used an e f f e c t i v e  r ead ing  s t r a t e g y  t o  a i d  h e r  
r e v i s i n g .  She s p e c i f i c a l l y  remembers be ing  t o l d  a lways  t o  
" r e r e a d  what you've writ ten."  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  much of h e r  
e a r l y  i n s t r u c t i o n  had c o n s i s t e d  of r ead ing  books, which most 
l i k e l y  r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  r ead ing  can be an 
e f f e c t i v e  s c r u t i n i z i n g  t o o l .  
The r o l e  t h a t  read ing  t a k e s  i n  t h e  rev iew p r o c e s s  of 
ES/FL w r i t e r s  may a l s o  depend  on how it is  u s e d  when w r i t i n g  
i n  t h e  f i r s t  language. That  is, r ead ing  may b e  an a c t i v i t y  
which can  b e  t r a n s f e r r e d  from L l  t o  L2. A s t u d y  us ing  my 
adapted  Wr i t i ng  Behavior  P r o t o c o l  would b e  c a p a b l e  of i n v e s-  
t i g a t i n g  t h i s  i s s u e  and might,  i n  f a c t ,  r e s u l t  i n  some 
i n t e r e s t i n g  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  w r i t i n g  pedagogy. Such a  s t u d y  
c o u l d  be  des igned  t o  d i s c o v e r  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which read ing  is 
used i n  L l  and whether s i m i l a r  r ead ing  b e h a v i o r s  t r a n s f e r  t o  
L2 w r i t i n g .  R e l e v a n t  f i n d i n g s  c o u l d  have  an e f f e c t  on t h e  
t e a c h i n g  of r ead ing  a s  a r e v i s i n g  s t r a t e g y .  
There  a r e  a lways  a t  least  a few l i m i t a t i o n s  t o  t h e  
c o n c l u s i o n s  one reaches  i n  l a b o r a t o r y  s t u d i e s .  My s t u d y  
c e r t a i n l y  is no except ion.  I n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  may a c t u a l l y  be  
a g r e a t  d e a l  more  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h a n  is u s u a l l y  t h e  c a s e  ,- 
because of t h e  wide ranging scope  o f  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of t h i s  
s tudy.  I n  t h a t  I was a t t empt ing  t o  l e a r n  more abou t  t h e  
r e v i s i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  of  L2 w r i t e r s  a t  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  d e v e l -  
opmental  l e v e l s ,  one must r e a l i z e  t h a t  w r i t i n g  p r o f i c i e n c y  
is g r e a t l y  a f f e c t e d  by t h e  w r i t i n g  assignment.  The a b i l i t y  
of  Shao and Meili t o  perform w e l l  may b e  c l o s e l y  a s s o c i a t e d  
t o  t h e  s u i t a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  t a s k  t o  t h e i r  p r o f i c i e n c y  l e v e l s .  
On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  w r i t i n g  ass ignment  most l i k e l y  
r e q u i r e d  w r i t i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s  t h a t  Jeong K i  and Winako d i d  
n o t  possess .  And f o r  Andrea, t h e  ass ignment  was a  r e l a -  
t i v e l y  ea sy  e x e r c i s e  i n  w r i t t e n  e x p r e s s i o n  a s  s h e  completed 
t h e  t a s k  q u i t e  handi ly .  
Another major l i m i t a t i o n  is, of cou r se ,  time r e s t r i c -  
t i o n s  imposed on t h e  w r i t e r s .  Revis ing ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  is 
h i g h l y  d e p e n d e n t  on t h e  amount o f  time o n e  c a n  d e v o t e  t o  
t h i s  a c t i v i t y .  For example, i f  w r i t i n g  time is e x c e s s i v e l y  
l i m i t e d ,  a  w r i t e r  may have  t o  f o r e g o  o r  r e s t r i c t  r e v i s i n g  i n  
f a v o r  of i n i t i a l  i d e a  product ion.  
With o n l y  a  two-hour w r i t i n g  pe r iod ,  my w r i t e r s  had t o  
d e v i s e  ways t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  i n c o r p o r a t e  improvements w i thou t  
d e t r a c t i n g  from t h e  time needed f o r  o t h e r  composing 
p r o c e s s e s .  Shao  t o  a l e s se r  e x t e n t  and  Mei l i  more s o  w e r e  
a b l e  t o  accomplish  t h i s  o b j e c t i v e  i n  a manner t h a t  was 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of writers aware o f  t h i s  need and c a p a b l e  o f  
a r r ang ing  t h e i r  p r i o r i t i e s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  it. Andrea had no 
t r o u b l e  whatsoever ,  b u t  n e i t h e r  Jeong K i  nor  Winako were 
a b l e  t o  a r r a n g e  t h e i r  p r o c e s s i n g  p r i o r i t i e s  t o  a l l o w  
r e v i s i n g  t o  p l a y  a  major r o l e  i n  t h e i r  f i n a l  product .  And 
a l t h o u g h  t h e y  b o t h  f a i l e d  t o  d o  t h i s ,  t h e y  d i d  s o  i n  r a t h e r  
d i f f e r e n t  ways. Jeong K i  s imply  deemphasized r e v i s i n g  t o  a  
p o i n t  where it was seldom employed. Winako overemphasized 
it t o  where it broke  down h e r  p l a n n i n g  and t r a n s c r i b i n g  
processes .  Whether o r  n o t  a d d i t i o n a l  t i m e  would have  made a  
d i f f e r e n c e  is a q u e s t i o n  t h a t  f u t u r e  r e s e a r c h  c o u l d  address .  
S t u d i e s  c o u l d  b e  des igned  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  how time e l a p s e d  
between d r a f t s  i n f l u e n c e s  r e v i s i o n s .  
F i n a l l y ,  s i n c e  t h i s  was p r i m a r i l y  a  d e s c r i p t i v e  s tudy ,  
t h e  scope  of i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was r a t h e r  broad. T h i s  b r e a d t h  
d i d  n o t  a l l o w  f o r  a  d e t a i l e d  examina t ion  of each  and e v e r y  
a s p e c t  of  t h e  a n a l y s e s .  My f i n d i n g s  a r e  cons ide red  t o  be  
b a s e l i n e  d a t a  f o r  f u t u r e  s t u d i e s  t h a t  can  f o c u s  on more 
s p e c i f i c  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  w r i t i n g  process .  Fur thermore,  s i n c e  
t h e r e  were o n l y  f i v e  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  it is i n a d v i s a b l e  t o  
g e n e r a l i z e  beyond t h e  scope  of t h e  s tudy.  Again, t h i s  is 
un fo r tuna t e ,  b u t  L2 r e s e a r c h  of t h e  w r i t i n g  p r o c e s s  is a  
r e l a t i v e l y  new phenomenom, and e x p l o r a t o r y  s t u d i e s  such  a s  
mine a r e  o b v i o u s l y  neces sa ry  t o  r e v e a l  more about  t h e  a c t i v -  
i t i es  ES/FL w r i t e r s  engage i n  when w r i t i n g .  The use  of 
v i d e o  equipment f o r  t h i s  k ind  of s t u d y  proved  t o  be  e f f e c-  
t i v e ,  and o t h e r s  may a l s o  f i n d  it u s e f u l .  T h e r e  is s t i l l  a  
great  d e a l  t o  learn,  however. Consequently, it is perhapsx- 
time t o  broaden t h e  s c o p e  o f  i n q u i r y  t o  i n c l u d e  n o t  o n l y  
such h o l i s t i c  and d e s c r i p t i v e  accounts o f  t h e  wri t ing  pro- 
cess a s  mine but a l s o  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  a c t u a l  c lassroom and 
personal wri t ing  s i t u a t i o n s .  
APPENDIX A 
Jeong K i ' s  F i n a l  D r a f t  
I was born  i n  Korea and grew and educa ted  i n  Korean 
c u l t u r e .  I have  n e v e r  gone t o  a n o t h e r  c o u n t r y  and have  
n e v e r  made a f r i e n d s  of a n o t h e r  country .  The re fo re , t he  f a c t  
t h a t  I w i l l  s t u d y  i n  Hawa i i  was a  b i g  e v e n t  t o  m e .  When I 
l e f t  Korea  I had  many w o r r i e s  a b o u t  l i v i n g  i n  Hawai i .  B e-  
c a u s e  I am poor a t  E n g l i s h  and don' t  g e t  used t o  American 
c u l t u r e .  O t h e r w i s e ,  I had a  w i s h  t h a t  I w i l l  a c c o m p l i s h  my 
s tudy .  
When I a r r i v e d  a t  Honolulu ,  F r a n k l y ,  I f e e l  d i sencou  
raged because  Honolu lu  is n o t  b i g  t h a n  I thought  and a l m o s t  
is c o n s i s t e d  of O r i e n t a l s .  I c o u l d n ' t  see c o c c a s i a n s  a t  
f i r s t  t ime. And I thought  t h a t  I c a n ' t  l e a r n  E n g l i s h  and 
American c u l t u r e  from O r i e n t a l s .  
B u t  a f t e r  a few d a y s ,  I f e l t  t h a t  t h e  o r i e n t a l s  a r e  
j u s t  American and a l t h o u g h  I am O r i e n t a l s  too. They and I 
a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  f e a t u r e .  I d i f f e r  from them and I f e e l  more 
s t r a n g e  and l o n e l y  because  of t h e  f a c t .  
There  are many d i f f e r e n c e s  between American c u l t u r e  and 
Korean c u l t u r e .  I am confused y e t  because  of d i f f e r e n c e s .  
Above a l l ,  d i f f e r e n c e  is i n  food h a b i t .  American d r i n k  a  
l o t  t h a n  Korean. They d r i n k  t h r e e  cups  of beve rage  a t  a  
m e a l  t i m e  a n d  d r i n k  o n e  c a n  o f  c o l a ,  7 up, Sunkist.... a t  a 
time. I h a v e  n e v e r  d r u n k e n  one  c a n  o f  c o l a  a t  a  time i n  
Korea. 
x- Besides ,  When w a l k  o r  come down o r  u p  s t a i r ,  American 
w a l k  i n  r i g h t  s i d e  b u t  Korean  w a l k  i n  l e f t  s i d e  and  when 
bathroom is empty, open t h e  door  i n  America b u t  c l o s e  t h e  
door  i n  korea.  
When I f e l t  t h e r e  a r e  many d i f f e r e n c e  c u l t u r e  between 
two, I though t  t h a t  American c u l t u r e  is s u p e r i o r  t o  Korean 
c u l t u r e .  T h i s  thought  is n o t  t h a t  Korean c u l t u r e  is bad. 
Only, t h e r e  is o r d e r  i n  American c u l t u r e  t han  i n  Korean 
c u l t u r e .  
But I f e e l  t h a t  language is t h e  most d i f f e r e n c e  between 
America and Korea. I c a n ' t  speak,  l i s t e n ,  and w r i t e  E n g l i s h  
w e l l .  And I had n e v e r  had oppo tun i ty  w i t h  c o n v e r s a t i o n ,  
/ 
w r i t i n g  and l i s t e n i n g  i n  Engl i sh .  Because o f  above  reason,  
I a m a f f r a i d o f a t t e n d i n g  t h e c l a s s ,  I c a n ; t l i s t e n  l e c t u r e  
and c a n ' t  unders tand  comple te ly .  And I f e e l  anx ious  d u r i n g  
class. S i n c e  I have  a r r i v e d  a t  H a w a i i ,  I don ' t  f e e l  comfor- 
t a b l e  a t  a l l  b e c a u s e  I h a v e  t o  s p e a k  E n g l i s h  where  I go. I 
th ink  t h a t  I don ' t  have  euphor ia  s t a g e  s i n c e  I have  been i n  
Hawaii and I guess ,  I have  had d e p r e s s i o n  s t a g e  s i n c e  
August. 
When I f a i l  t o  s p e a k  E n g l i s h  I f e e l  r e t u r n i n g  my coun-  
t r y  Bu t  when I f e e l  r e t u r n i n g  my c o u n t r y  I t h i n k  my m o t h e r  
who wishes  I w i l l  accomplish  my s t u d y  and p r a y s  a lways  f o r  
me. And I t h i n k  my t e a c h e r  and my f r i e n d  inKorea. And now, 
a l l  t hey  wish I w i l l  accomplish  my s tudy.  
I f e e l  hard r i g h t  now because I can't  w r i t e  about my 
thought about my problem. But I endeavour and w i l l  endea- 
vour t o  do  my b e s t .  And I hope I w i l l  a c c o m p l i s h  my s t u d y  
wel l  and when I a c c o m p l i s h  my s t u d y ,  I reurn my country  and 
meet my fami ly ,  teacher,  and fr iend with p leasure .  
Winako's F i n a l  D r a f t  
.,- 
When I f i r s t  came t o  Hawaii, I was s c a r e d  because  t h e  
I s l a n d  l o o k e d  s o  b i g  t o  me. S e e i n g  t h e  neww I s l a n d  made me 
f e l t  happy. I knew I was going  t o  see many t h i n g s  t h a t  I 
hadn' t  s een  before .  l i k e  meeting new peop le ,  see t h e  houses  
and o t h e r  t h i n g s .  But I was n o t  s u r e  i f  t h e s e  would c a u s e  
any problem t o  me. Maybe I t  was because  t h e r  was somebody 
f rom my c o u n t r y  t o o k  me f rom t h e  a i r p o r t  t o  a  H o t e l  whe re  I 
s t a y e d  a t  f o r  about  a  week. But t h e n  I had t o  move t o  
a n o t h e r  p l a c e  t o  s t a y .  I c a l l e d  some dorms b u t t h e y  w e r e  
f u l l .  I f e l t  s o  dep res sed  t h a t  I wanted t o  f o  back home. 
But days  a f t e r  my f r i e n d s  came and took m e  w i t h  them s o  I 
s t a y e d  w i t h  them till s c h o o l  s t a r t e d .  
Housing can b e  a problem too ,  t o  o t h e r  f o r e i g n  s t u-  
d e n t s .  Some may h a v e  h a r d  time l o o k i n g  f o r  a  p l a c e  t o  s t a y  
o r  some may want  t o  l i v e  c l o s e  t o t h e i r  s c h o o l s b u t d o n ' t  
know where. 
Communicat ing,  i s  a p r o b l e m t o o  f o r  a s t u d e n t  l i k e  me 
who come from o t h e r  coun t ry  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  Uni ted k S t a t e s .  
F o r  e x a m p l e ,  when someone a s k  m e  s o m e t h i n g  i n  E n g l i s h  and  I 
don ' t  unders tand  it, I t r y  t o  t r a n s l a t e  t h a t  q u e s t i o n  t o  my 
own language  s o  t h a t  I c o u l d  unders tand  it. 
Now, t h a t  I ' v e  been i n  Hawaii f o r  abou t  a month and 
h a l f  I b e g i n  t o  l e a r n  many new t h i n g s .  I l e a r n  How t o  c o p e  
w i t h  o t h e r  peop le ,  how t o  be  prompt, Bow t o  b e  on my own and 
t o  g e t  u s e  t o  t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  a r e  sur rounding  me. 
Foreign Students may f ind  it d i f f i c u l t  t o  l i v e  ina 
p l a c e  d i f f e r e n t  from where they came from because hey have 
problems looking f o r  what they want or whatever. But I 
think It's a good experience becasue y o u ' l l  know how t o  f a c e  
t h e s e  problems. And t o  adapt t h e s e  th ings .  
Shao's F i n a l  D r a f t  
x- 
A s  a f o r e i g n  s t u d e n t ,  I t o t a l l y  unders tand t h a t  f o r e i g n  
s t u d e n t s  w i l l  f a c e  a l o t  o f  problems adap t ing  t o  t h e  new 
environment.  Now I am going  t o  write about  my e x p e r i e n c e s  
h e r e  and o f f e r  s u g g e s t i o n s  on how t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  c u l t u r a l  
and l anguage  problems. 
When I j u s t  a r r i v e d  a t  Hawa i i ,  I had a l o t  o f  e x c i t e -  
ment. I t  is because e v e r y t h i n g  is new t o  me. I s a y  t o  
myse l f ,  "Wowt The secene ry  is v e r y  b e a u t i f u l  here! The sky  
is v e r y  c l e a r !  The a i r  is f l e s h !  P e o p l e  a r e  n i c e  and  
f r i e n d l y  too!" However, t h i s  k ind  of exc i tement  d i d  n o t  
l a s t  long.  
A f t e r  s t a y i n g  i n  Hawaii f o r  some t ime,  my 'euphoria '  
was r e p l a c e d  by 'depress ion ' ,  because  of t h e  language  and 
c u l t u r a l  problems. When I found t h a t  I c o u l d  n o t  communi- 
c a t e  w i t h  t h e  o t h e r s  w i t h  my second language-- 'English ' ,  I 
f e l t  depressed.  I c o u l d  n o t  have  c l o s e  f r i e n d s  a t  t h a t  time 
because  I c o u l d  n o t  exp res s  my f e l l i n g s  t o  them, c o u l d  n o t  
t e l l  them what I needed, c o u l d  n o t  s h a r e  something which I 
would l i k e  t o  s h a r e  w i th  them. Furthemore, t h e  c u l t u r e  h e r e  
is much much d i f f e r e n t  from my own country.  P e o p l e  h e r e  
l i k e d  hamburgar w h i l e  I l i k e d  Chinese  d i s h e s ;  t h e y  l i k e d  t o  
s h a r e  t h e  b i l l  a f t e r  t h e  d i n n e r  w h i l e  I l i k e d  o n e  t o  pay  f o r  
t h e  whole; t h e y  d i d  n o t  have  any Chinese  New Year 's  F e s t i v a l  
w h i l e  I r e a l l y  l i k e  t o  have. Many language  and c u l t u r a l  
problems made me ask myse l f ,  "Wht s h o u l d  I come here?!" 
N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  I r ecove red  something new a f t e r  s t a y i n g  
h e r e  f o r  l o n g e r  p e r i o d  of time. The s i t u a t i o n  d i d  n o t  seem 
a s  worse a s  I th ink .  A s  times went by, my k E n g l i s h  improved 
q u i t e a  l o t .  I c o u l d  e x p r e s s m y s e l f  b e t t e r  t h a n b e f o r e  and  
t a l k  more f r e e l y .  Also,  I g r a d u a l l y  c o u l d  g e t  used t o  t h e  
c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  too. Hamburger d i d  n o t  seem h o r r i b l e  
anymore, it t a s t e d  q u i t e  good! Moreover, a s  a  f o r e i g n  
s t u d e n t ,  It's good, economical  and much f a i r  t o  s h a r e  t h e  
b i l l  a g t e r  t h e  d i n n e r  i n s t e a d  of j u s t  paying by one person.  
Also,  a l t h o u g h  it does  n o t  have  any Chinese  New Year's 
F e s t i v a l  he re ,  it has  g i r l ' s  day, boy's day and s o  on, and 
w e h a d  a  l o t  o f  f u n s t h r o u g h t h e s e  k i n d s  o f  f e s t i v a l  t o o !  
A c t u a l l y ,  above a l l  a r e  t h e  examples only .  What I want t o  
o o i n t  o u t  is t h a t  t h e  l o n g e r  t h e  t i m e  I s t a y e d  h e r e ,  t h e  
b e t t e r  I c o u l d  adap t  t h e  new environment ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  
l anguage  and c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e s .  
T h e r e f o r e , m y s u g g e s t i o n  onhow t o d e a l  w i t h  t h e  c u l -  
t u r a l  and languages  is 'be p a t i e n t  and t a k e  time'! Don't be  
t o o  dep res sed  by t h e  language  and c u t u r a l  shock,  b e  aware 
t h a t  t h e r e  s h o u l d h a v e a  l o t  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s w h e n y o u  come t o  
a new environment,  t a k e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  and p r e p a r e  y o u r s e l f  
wel l  t o  a d a p t  t h e  new environment.  Furthemore, t r y  t o  g e t  
more c h a n c e s  t o  t a l k  w i t h  t h e  o t h e r s  i n  o r d e r  t o  s o l v e  t h e  
l a n g u a g e  problem.  I s u r e  t h a t  o n e  c a n  u s e  t h e  l a n g u a g e  t o  
h e l p  adap t  t o  t h e  c u l t u r e .  
In  conclusion,  I want t o  po in t  ou t  t h a t  "adapta t ion  of 
-^ 
a  new environment"  is  an  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  th ' ing f o r  our  f o r -  
eign s t uden t s  t o  l ea rn .  Don't g i v e  up t h e  chance because 
one w i l l  s u r e l y  grow a  l o t  through t h e  process  of a ccu l t u r a-  
t i o n .  Open up y o u r s e l f  and s ay ,  "I am O.K.! L e t ' s  go!!" 
Meili's F i n a l  D r a f t  
A f t e r  a r r i v i n g  i n  t h e  U.S., a f o r e i g n  s t u d e n t  i n v a r i -  
a b l y  h a s  t o  f a c e  c u l t u r a l  as w e l l  as l anguage  problems.  
One k ind  of c u l t u r a l  problem may b e  d e s c r i b e d  a s  prob-  
lems i n  l i f e  rou t ines .  Whether t h e  food is a c c e p a b l e ,  t h e  
c l o t h i n g  a g r e e a b l e ,  t h e  climate t o l e r a b l e ,  etc., is among 
t h e  f i r s t  problems t h e  f o r e i g n  s t u d e n t  encounte rs .  Another 
k ind  o f  problem is v e r y  o f t e n  concerned w i t h  t h e  l e a r n i n g  
envi ronment ,  t h e  c lass room,  t h e  l i b r a r y ,  o r  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y ,  
where he  e x p e r i e n c e s  l e a r n i n g .  Problems of t h i s  a r e a  my b e  
t h e  c e n t r e  of  h i s  concerns ,  f o r  l e a r n i n g  is a  most impor t an t  
unde r t ak ing  f o r  t h e  s t u d e n t .  He may f i n d  ways of t e a c h i n g  
and l e a r n i n g  i n  t h e  U.S. v e r y  much d i f f e r e n t  f r o m t h o s e  i n  
h i s  n a t i v e  country .  Whether he  l i k e s  it o r  n o t ,  h e  h a s  t o  
a d j u s t  h i m s e l f  t o  t h e  new ways. A t h i r d  k ind  of problem 
a r i s e s  when t h e  s t u d e n t  g e t s  i n t o  c o n t a c t  w i th  p e o p l e  of t h e  
new c u l t u r e .  Wherever h e  is, he  may d e t e c t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  
i n  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  v a l u e s  may u p s e t  him o r  have  a  n e g a t i v e  
impact  on h i s  f e e l i n g s  towards  t h e  new c u l t u r e .  O r ,  he  may 
f i n d  t h e  American v a l u e s  a c c e p t a b l e ,  o r  even  b e t t e r  and 
would l i k e  t o  adopt  them. Thus, d i f f e r e n t  customs,  h a b i t s ,  
t r a d i t i o n s  would mos t ly  l i k e l y  p u t  him i n t o  a p o s i t i o n  i n  
which he  h a s  t o  make a choice.  
A f o r e i g n  s t u d e n t  may f i n d  similarities between t h e  
American c u l t u r e  and h i s  own c u l t u r e ,  b u t  d i f f e r e n c e  seems 
t o  b e  t h e  r u l e ,  though t h e  deg ree  of d i f f e r e n c e  v a r i e s ,  
c h o i c e s  t h a t  may n o t  be  easy  t o  make. Perhaps  he  has  t o  '- 
adap t  t o  t h e  new c u l t u r e .  But how f a r  s h o u l d  he  go i n  t h i s  
I 
a d a p t a t i o n ?  It is p o s s i b l e  t h a t  he  remains h i m s e l f  bu t  a t  
t h e  same time a d a p t s  t o  t h e  new c u l t u r e .  But a g a i n  t h i s  is 
no easy  job. Even i f  t h e  s t u d e n t  h a s  a  s t r o n g  i n t e g r a t i v e  
m o t i v a t i o n  i n  l e a r n i n g ,  problems a r i s e  from o t h e r  a g l e s .  He 
might become u p s e t  when h i s  e f f o r t s  t o  i n t e g r a t e  f a l l  s h o r t  
o f  t h e g o a l .  A f t e r  a l l ,  i t u s u a l l y t a k e s  time f o r t h e  
Americans t o  a c c e p t  him a s  one amony them. 
The l anguage  problems a  f o r e i g n  s t u d e n t  might have  t o  
f a c e  a r e ,  i n  a  s e n s e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  c u l t u r a l  p r o b l e m s .  F o r  
l anguage  is i n e x t r i c a b l y  t i e d  t o  c u l t u r e .  It is true t h a t  
any f o r e i g n  s t u d e n t ,  be  he  p r o f i c i e n t  o r  n o n- p r o f i c i e n t  a t  
Eng l i sh ,  h a s  room f o r  improvement a s  f a r  a s  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  
forms go. H e  i n v a r i a b l e  f i n d s  h i m s e l f  i n  need of improving 
e i t h e r  p h o n o l o g i c a l l y ,  l e x i c a l l y  o r  s y n t a c t i c a l l y ,  o r  i n  a l l  
t h e  t h r e e  a s p e c t s .  It is a l s o  t r u e ,  and pe rhaps  more so ,  
t h a t  any f o r e i g n  s t u d e n t  needs t o  improve h i s  communicative 
competence. When one t h i n k s  of t h e  language  l e a r n i n g  t a s k  
i n  terms o f  d i s c o u r s e  p a t t e r n s ,  which are t o  a  g r e a t  e x t e n t  
shaped by c u l t u r e ,  t h e  language problems become more compli-  
ca ted .  S o c i a l  and c u l t u r a l  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  i n  speech is 
e s s e n t i a l  i n  communication, b u t  u n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  n o t  a l l  t h e  
r u l e s  of  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  l end  t h e m s e l v e s  t o  t e a c h i n g  and 
such r u l e s  t a k e s  t ime  and e x p e r i e n c e  t o  acqui re .  Because of 
t h e  v a r i o u s  l anguage  problems l i f e  may t u r n  o u t  t o  be  more 
p r o b l e m a t i c  t h a n  it is imagined t o  be. 
The c u l t u r a l  and language  problems  e x i s t s  s i d e  by s i d e  
and a r e  i n t e r r e l a t e d .  The e x i s t e n c e  o f  one may compica te  
t h e  o t h e r ,  o r  t h e  removal of  one may e a s e  t h e  o t h e r .  To 
s o l v e  t h e s e  problems,  one must f i r s t  d e f i n e  them, seek t h e  
i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h e  two t y p e s  of p rob lems  and 
f i n a l l y  work o u t  way t o  t a c k l e  them. T h i s  is o f  c o u r s e  an  
e x t r e m e l y  impor t an t  b u t  no ea sy  t a s k ,  b u t  we f e e l  r e l i e v e d  
t h a t  p s y c o l o g i s t s  l i k e  Blown, Lambert, have  s t a r t e d  r e s e a r c h  
and come up w i t h  f r u i t f u l  r e s u l t s .  
Andrea's F i n a l  Dra f t  
'.- 
Noone a r r i v e s  a t  a new p lace- - such  a s  a new c o u n t r y  o r  
a d i f f e r e n t  p a r t  of one's own country--with t he  expecta t ion  
of keeping t o  himself .  There is always some need t o  i n t e r-  
a c t  wi th  others .  I n  a "new place"  t h e  problem is t o  know 
what ' the o the rs"  a r e  l i k e .  In  o the r  words, t h e  ques t ion  
is: what expec ta t ions  can I bring t o  i n t e r a c t i o n  with 
o the rs .  
Some t h i n g s  abou t  a new c u l t u r e  o r  new l anguage  a r e  
l ea rned  through e x p l i c i t  i n s t r u c t i o n  from "nat ives" .  Some 
people  a r e  w i l l i n g  and capable  of a c t u a l l y  teaching a new- 
comer about language and/or culture. A s  f a r  a s  language is 
concerned, Americans provide  r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  by way of 
co r r ec t i ng  e r ro r s .  Often, people  don't  even understand kzhaL 
it is t h a t  t h e  fo re igner  doesngt  know--i.e., why he makes an 
e r ro r .  More important ly,  people  a r e  r e l u c t a n t  t o  c o r r e c t  
ou t  of po l i t enes s .  Ac tua l ly ,  t h i s  is j u s t  a s  well. Get t ing  
cor rec ted  on extraneous t h ings  such a s  grammar o r  pronuncia- 
t i o n  when t r y i n g  t o  convey a may indeed  be d i s con-  
c e r t i n g  and f r u s t r a t i n g .  
Although some of our d iscovery  of t h e  new language and 
new c u l t u r e  does come from e x p l i c i t  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  most of it 
is done spontaneously.  The main po in t  of t h i s  paper is t o  
po in t  a t  some f a c t o r s  what favor  spontaneous adap ta t ion  o r  
a s s i m i l a t i o n .  Most o f w h a t I w i 1 1  h a v e  t o  s ay  is based on 
personal  experience. I came t o  t h e  U.S. i n  1964 a t  t h e  age 
of 25: my home count ry  is Hungary. 
The f a c t o r s  I'd l i k e  t o  d i s c u s s  n a t u r a l l y  c l u s t e r  
around 4 b a s i c  condi t ions :  one shou ld  f e e l  t h e  need t o  
adapt ;  one shou ld  have t h e  t o  adapt ;  one shou ld  
have  some ( i m p l i c i t )  i n  how t o  adapt;  and a t t empts  
i n  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n  should  n e e t  wi th  a  degree of ~UCQ=SS. I 
w i l l  now d e t a i l  each of these.  
To begin with,  it is important  t h a t  one should  a c t u a l l y  
be aware of t h e  t o  -break i n t o n  t h e  f o r e i g n  c u l t u r e .  
When I came t o  t h i s  country,  I came by myself and it was up 
t o  m e  t o  make a  l i v i n g  f o r  m y s e l f  i n  t h e  new c o u n t r y .  I 
th ink  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  was more f a v o r a b l e  t o  a d a p t a t i o n / a s s i -  
m i l a t i o n  t h a n  i f  I had come l e t  u s  s a y  as  t h e  w i f e  of  a  r i c h  
American, s o  t h a t  my n p l a c e  i n  s o c i e t y n  would n o t  have been 
c r u c u a l l y  dependent on my degree of adapta t ion .  
S e c o n d l y ,  it is good i f  one  is w i l l i n g  t o  r e a d i l y  g o  
a l o n e  wi th  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  t o  adapt I  r a t h e r  than s t r a i n i n g  
a g a i n s t  it o r  r e s i s t i n g  it ou t r igh t .  Two f a c t o r s  p l a y  a  
r o l e  here: whether t h e  person W U he in Lks nsx 
a s  opposed t o  h a v i n g  been f o r c e d  t o  come h e r e  by f a m i l y  
members o r  o t h e r  circumstances,  and whether he is KUULUJ 
U r a t h e r  t h a n  r i g i d l y  
hold ing  on t h e  o l d  ways. 
Th i rd ly ,  it h e l p s  enormously t o  have a ' r o l e  modeln# s o  
t o  speak--someone who has  come where I came from and who has  
a l r e a d y  accomplished much o f  t h e  a d a p t a t i o n  task .  I n  t h e  -- 
c o u r s e  o f  a d a p t i n g I  t h e r e  a r e  f e a r s  abou t  nover -adapt ingn  
o n e  is a f r a i d  o f  e n d i n g  up l i k e  X who is s e e n  ass ' h a v i n g  
s o l d  h i s  s o u l n  c o m p l e t e l y  ( i.e. has  den ied  h i s  r o o t s )  and, 
a l s o I  o f  e n d i n g  up l i k e  Y who is r e g a r d e d  a s  h a v i n g  r ema ined  
t o o  much of an o u t s i d e r  t o  t h e  new c u l t u r e I  t o o  much of a  
f o r e i g n e r .  Thus# someone who is l i k e d  and r e spec t ed  by t h e  
newcomer and who has  ach ieved  a  deg ree  o f  a d a p t a t i o n  w h i l e  
a v o i d i n g  b o t h  p i t f a l l s  p r o v i d e s  an i n s p i r i n g  example t o  
fo l low.  
F o u r t h l y ,  I th ink  it is v i t a l l y  impor tan t  t o  meet w i t h  
e a r l y  su=m%ss and -. If one has  a  s e n s e  of 
'having made itn o r  of nbeing on t h e  r i g h t  t r a c t n  e a r l y  on, 
t h i s  f o s t e r s  f u r t h e r  p rogress .  The most rewarding of t h e  
most d i f f i c u l t - t o- a c h i e v e  e x p e r i e n c e  is t o  be  a b l e  t o  make 
new f r i e n d s  i n  t h e  new c u l t u r e  w h i l e  n o t  l o s i n g  communica- 
t i o n  w i t h  t h e  o l d  one from one's pas t .  
A c t u a l  l y ,  whether a d a p t a t i o n / a s s i m i l a t i o n  has  f u l l y  
been accomplished o r  n o t  is a  d i f f i c u l t  m a t t e r  t o  judge. I 
t h i n k  much o f  what  we a c c e p t  f rom t h e  new c u l t u r e  and  l a n g u-  
age remains r e l a t i v e l y  s u p e r f i c i a l .  I n  times of p e r s o n a l  
crises o r  i n  one's advanced y e a r s  t r a c e s  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  
c u l t u r e  and language t end  t o  s u r f a c e .  An u n c l e  of mine d i e d  
a  c o u p l e  o f  months ago. H e  was a  world- famous o t o l a r y n g o l o -  
g i s t I  bo th  a  p r a c t i t i o n e r  and a  r e sea rche r .  He wro te  more 
than  200 s c i e n t i f i c  pape r s  i n  h i s  l i f e t i m e ,  most o f  them i n  
Engl i sh .  H e  came t o  t h e  U S i n  t h e  l94O8s, had l i v e d  h e r e  
s i n c e  t h e n  and had been a  member of a  number o f  d i s t i n -  
g u i s h e d  r e s e a r c h  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  B u t  i n  t h e  l a s t  two months 
b e f o r e  h e  d i e d  a t  t h e  a g e  o f  93, a l l  o f  h i s  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  
t o  p e o p l e  around hem i n  t h e  h o s p i t a l  were  i n  Hungarian. The 
E n g l i s h  venee r  had m e l t e d  away. 
Adapta t ion  and a s s i m i l a t i o n  a r e  e l u s i v e  concepts :  i t 's  
d i f f i c u l t  t o  s a y  t h e y  have  been f u l l y  accomplished,  
j u s t  as it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  s a y  ~ Q M  t h e y  a r e  accomplished.  
T h i s  paper  po in t ed  a t  a  few f a c t o r s  t h a t  appear  t o  m e  t o  be 
conduc ive  t o  t h e  process .  
Footno tes :  1. Throughout t h i s  paper ,  no d i s t i n c t i o n  is 
ma in t a ined  between a d a p t a t i o n  and a s s i m i l a t i o n  ( a l t h o u g h  
t h e  d i f e r e n c e  t h e r e  is c l e a r  and impor t an t  i n  g e n e r a l ) ;  nor  
do I make s p e c i a l  c l a i m s  abou t  c u l t u r a l  b e r s u s  l i n g u i s t i c  
adaptation/assimilation. A t h i r d  d i s t i n c t i o n  which is d i s -  
regarded  h e r e  is c u l t u r a l  a d a p t a t i o n / a s s i m i l a t i o n  t o  a  new 
& c u l t u r e  w i t h i n  a  c u l t u r e ,  a s  opposed t o  a " comple t e ly n 
new c u l t u r e  such a s  i n  a  new country .  
Formal Change (Stage A, Lexical) 
1. Housing can be a problem too to other foreign student. 
2. students. 
Meaning-Preserving Change (Stage BI Sentential) 
1. I was worried because I didn't know where to go. 
2. I begin to worry about finding a place to stay. 
Micro Change (Stage CI Lexical) 
1. If I had come as the wife of an AmericanI... 
2. a rich AmericanI... 
Macro Change (stage BI Lexical) 
1. You may say to yourself ... 
2. I may say to myself... 
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